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The fact that so much is made of inquiries focused
largely on oUICOmeslmerely-Berves to hlghlight the absence
of comprehensive inventories of what actually goes Q£ in
schools.
John Goodlad

For the best and safest method of philosophizing
seems to be, first diligently to investigate the properties of things, and establish them Qx experiment, and
then to seek hypotheses to explain them.
Isaac Newton
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
What ideas should the curriculum for educators
cover?

One response to this question may be structured

in terms of the ideas needed for the particular educator
duty and function addressed.

For example, it is generally

recognized that for each group of students, teachers
ought to:
1.

Determine appropriate behavioral objectives;

2.

Choose an educational technology suited to each

objective;
3.

Provide a learning environment compatible with

objective and learning technology;
4.

Assess individuals and evaluate group treatment-

interaction in order to improve instruction and pupil
learning;
5.

Interpret to the student the educational process

and its relation to a fulfilling role both within and beyond
the classroom.
The teacher education curriculum should certainly
include as outcomes the knowledge and skills necessary to
perform these duties.

However, attention in the teacher

education curriculum has been directed mainly to tasks one,
-1-
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two, and three, while four and five have been neglected;
many of the understandings and skills involved in accomplishing tasks four and five involve measurement competencies.

To the extent that teachers lack knowledge and skills

underlying the measurement competencies required to perform
the task elements of their job, they will be unable to
effectively fulfill aspects of their role as teachers;
lacking certain necessary measurement knowledge and skills
they should have learned through preservice or in-service
training, teachers will either avoid entirely, misunderstand,
or mishandle the assessment-evaluation and interpretingrelating areas of their responsibility.

Similarly, in order

for educators to function effectively in a variety of staff
or administrative roles, another set of competencies related
to measurement would seem to be required.
What are these competencies and how is their job
related importance ranked by in-service educators of various
vocations, subject areas, and grade levels?
It appears self-evident that preservice coursework
affects the development of measurement competencies by
educators and, probably, subsequent competency utilization;
perhaps certain measurement skills related to professional
career-growth might also be taught or reinforced by inservice training or experience.

The interactive relation-

ship of pre- and in-service education with educator experience implies that educator evaluations of measurement understandings are subject to a process of continuous growth

3

throughout a professional career.

Thus, it is believed

that measurement competency understandings felt useful in
the judgment of competent teachers and qualified administrators in service could provide a chart of learning objectives
useful to the teaching profession.
Purposes of the Study
Would these conjectures not make better sense if
defined by real data?

Given a valid sample of a defined

universe, wouldn't an ethnographic profile (Overholt
Stallings, 1976; Shaver

&

& Larkins, 1973; Wilson, 1977)

reporting and recording the existing situation among various
categories of skilled educators be useful in determining a
baseline of appropriate measurement skills?

In order to

clarify these issues, this investigation specified a universe, selected a sample, and described it in terms believed
appropriate and necessary to define by task analysis some
measurement skills used by competent educators of certain
teaching areas, grade levels, and vocations.

The population

specified was the full-time-equivalent public school educators (FTE) shown in the Directory of Illinois Schools,
1976-1977 for the Illinois counties of Cook, Du Page, and
Lake; a one-half of one percent random sample was addressed,
and a task analysis survey was selectively distributed to
classroom teachers certified as competent and administrators
and staff validated as qualified.

Details of this process

are addressed later.
The search for a definition of required educator
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measurement competencies was occasioned by the recent spate
of testing criticism.
lines of protest:

These criticisms embody two main

some opponents of testing criticize defi-

cient measurement competencies on the part of educators
administering and interpreting tests; others oppose testing
apparently because of their confusion and misunderstanding
of what testing is and what it can do; (still others blend
varying proportions of both viewpoints).

Examples of these

criticisms follow.
The "evils" of multiple choice testing were brought
to public attention by a broadside from Hoffman (1962) in
The Tyranny of Testing.

The author claimed that multiple

choice tests penalized the deep student, dampened creativity,
fostered intellectual dishonesty, and undermined the very
foundations of education.
Hawes (1964) indicted testing by pointing out that
many intelligent people, including some in the education
world itself, did not understand the meaning, the proper
uses, and the limits of educational tests.
Insecurity in educator use of statistics and in the
interpretation of test scores was cited by Adams (1965).
Linden and Linden (1968) drew attention to psychometric ignorance as a serious problem in improper test usage.
Partly because more tests are used in schools than
elsewhere, Lyman (1968) avered that most test misuse occurs
in schools; moreover, Lyman noted, because school testing
tries to help individuals make decisions, the motives and

p
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abilities of educators administering tests with helpful
intent are questioned by students of frustrated expectation
and partial comprehension.
A summary of the emotional reaction opposing testing,
marking, and grading was presented by Holt (1971).
Perhaps these misunderstandings grew because, as
Tyler (1975) expressed it:
At a time when the need for universal education was
developing, the testing movement furnished both an
ideological and an instrumental basis for the practice
of schools and colleges in sorting students rather
than educating them . . . . Furthermore, the testing
movement promoted the simplistic notion that important
outcomes of schooling could be adequately appraised by
achievement tests.
The ease with which objective tests
can be given, scored, and summarized tempts school
administrators to collect these data as the sole comprehensive and comparable information available about
student learning.
(p. 3)
Quoting Lewis Mumford in order to develop a similar
thesis about the depersonalization of tests, Houts (1975)
said:
"In letting depersonalized organizations and automatic
contraptions take charge of our lives, we have been
forfeiting the only qualities that could justify our
existence:
sensitiveness, consciousness, responsiveness, expressive intelligence, human heartedness, and,"
alas, one cannot use this word now without wincing,
"creativity." (p. 3)
Another statement of dissent came from Zacharias

(1975):
I feel emotionally toward the testing industry as I
would toward any other merchants of death.
I feel that
way because of what they do to the kids.
I'm not saying
they murder every child--only 20 percent of them.
Testing has distorted their ambitions, distorted their
careers. Ninety-five percent of the American population
has taken an ability test.
It's not something that
should be put in the hands of commercial enterprises.
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. . . I think the whole psychological test business
should cease and desist.
It's an outrage. Measurement
is a very important thing to me.
But it implies onedimensionality. The mind is not one dimensional.
(pp. 14-15)
Many other educators have reservations about testing.
Consider the statement of Hastings (1958):

"The teachers

job is to teach; and to him the tests are, if anything,
helpful adjuncts to the teaching job" (p. 4).
Bloom (1958) reminds us, "Prediction is well and
good, but the teacher's job is not that of a bookie making
odds on horses" ( p. 4).
Another analogy expressing reservations about testing was drawn by Herndon (1975), executive director of the
National Education Association, when he compared standardized tests to a "lock on the mind, a guard at the factory
gate."

He viewed standardized testing as following a

technical-industrial model which utilizes teachers as
assembly line foremen operating upon students who are
treated like cars:
It's time to get the children out of the factory and
back into the classroom where they belong . . . . People
disagree on the goals of education.
Some parents want
job preparation; some college acceptance; others, mere
custodial care or something else.
Yet standardized
tests take for granted that everybody places equal value
on whatever skill is being tested. . . . The assumption
behind the tests is that kids don't know what is good
for them, parents don't know what is good for their
children, and even teachers can't be trusted.
Such
testing works against parent-teacher decision-making and
toward control by outside authorities . . . . As a nation,
we are becoming obsessed with technological thought
patterns.
Since our factory-line techniques have been
successful beyond our wildest imagination in increasing
goods production, we have increasingly--and unfortunately--been tempted to force these techniques on disciplines
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for which they are inappropriate. This is what is
happening with education and the so-called accountability
movement.
(pp. 1-2)
Houts (1975), the Director of Publications and
Editor of National Elementary Principal, concurred:
As a society we are beginning to work on a new series of
assumptions:
that the purpose of education is not to
sort people but to educate them; that in a knowledge
society, we need to expose as many people to education
as possible, not to exclude them from it; that human
beings are marvelously variegated in their talents
and abilities, and it is the function of education to
nurture them wisely and carefully; and not least, that
education has an overriding responsibility to respect
and draw upon cultural and racial diversity.
(p. 3)
Fitzgibbon (1975) summarized several other reasons
for the poor repute of testing among educators at the 1976
National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME) meeting:
There are several adversary positions which we frequently see today:
school board versus teachers at contract
time; school administrators versus teachers at contract
time, as well as other times when one side or the other
strives for more control over school management. We
also see communities versus their own schools as lay
persons strive to have a larger voice in school matters;
and, sadly enough, schools versus schools as they point
the finger of blame at one another. A widely publicized
example here comes as a result of college and university
open admissions policies. After several years of open
admissions, the post-high school institutions find
themselves spending more and more of their resources on
remediation, and less and less on their traditional
pursuits. This causes them to complain that high
schools are not doing their job, and in turn, high
schools look askance at the lower grades while asking,
"Why didn't you teach them to read while you had them?"
Well, the point of all this . . . is that measurement
people get caught between these groups as they spar with
one another. Since tests are a widely-used type of
measurement activity they get caught up too, particularly standardized tests. The reason for that, of course,
is that all sides seek to compare to prove their points,
and frequently, will use standardized tests to do so.
Then, after the comparison is judged invidious to a
certain point of view, we frequently hear the test is no
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. . . good, and that test norms should be denigrated, or
better yet abolished. The issue of accountability plays
an important role here.
Historically, schooling has sought common denominators,
i.e., some things that most people can agree are important as they think about the past, and look to the
future.
In times of great stress, the common denominators tend to be associated with sheer survival; in less
stressful times they tend to proliferate. Terms such as
"multicultural pluralistic society" tend to emphasize
differences for the sake of maintaining traditions and
proud histories of various groups.
Not that these
efforts necessarily discount common denominators, they
most often wish to find and share these with others as
well. But they do bring in values which may not have
been of importance to the earlier community which they
are joining.
In this very joining, conflict arises as
to the direction and conduct of the community's schools.
(pp. 5-6)
Two entire issues of The National Elementary Principal (1975) were given over to the criticism of standardized
testing.
late.

The opposition to standardized testing is articu-

How can the educational measurement community respond

to these assertions?

One way is by supporting a higher

degree of measurement competency among practitioners.
Justification for the Study
The task of specifying the measurement competencies
required by people in the teaching profession seems to
resolve itself into specifying measurement competencies for
a particular job or career function.

Support for this view

is evidenced in the literature; several prior investigations
of educator measurement competency have included in their
studies the suggestion that additional research is needed on
the particular competencies appropriate to various educator
situations.
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One investigator has elaborated the type of research
he would like to see; in the Conclusions and Implications
which summarize his study Pre-Service Preparation of Teachers
in Educational Measurement, Mayo (1967) notes:
There is a general agreement on importance of some
measurement competencies for teachers, but disagreement
as to how and when teachers should acquire them. . . .
Further study is needed of consensus as to the competencies needed for teachers of specified characteristics
and in specified circumstances. Perhaps if . . . norms
were developed for a test of measurement competency
and differentiated for various teaching fields, quality
control of measurement competency could be assured
during training.
(pp. 62-63)
Several years later Mayo (1976) continued his definitions of the type of study required:
The description of the competencies needed must be
elaborated upon and differentiated for teachers in
different teaching fields.
[The critical research
questions, among others, are]:
1.

How should measurement competencies be allocated
differentially among various teaching fields.

2.

What kinds of procedures are being employed in
preservice and in-service training of teachers in
measurement competencies.

Research question [one] suggests that we may want to get
a stratified sample of teachers among various teaching
fields and question them about measurements on the job.
. . . Question [two] clearly suggests that we make a
survey of teacher training institutions.
(pp. 5-6)
Further support for investigations into the need for
educator measurement competency is given by another authority in educational measurement; Holtz in a report to the
American Educational Research Association ~oted (Note 1):
Preliminary to constructing the test used in his survey
of teachers' measurement competency, Mayo (1967) surveyed a variety of measurement specialists and educators on
the importance of 70 measurement objectives; these
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objectives were developed from a content outline of an
NCME (National Council on Measurement in Education)
committee. Most objectives were seen as important by
this sample, with those relating to classroom tests
most important in general, followed by objectives involving standardized tests, uses of measurement and
evaluation, and statistics. Measurement students'
priorities may be somewhat different. There is a need
for a similar survey of attitudes of the beginning
measurement student to determine importance, and
relative importance, of specific measurement objectives.
(pp. 1-2)
In his dissertation The Attitudes Toward Measurement
Competencies of Counselors in a Large Urban School District,
Grosswald (1975) deals with a problem in many ways parallel
to the one under investigation; while the study defined by
Grosswald concerned counselors, we may generalize his coneluding recommendations by applying them to teachers, paraphrasing his recommendations as follows:
Further investigation is needed how measurement competencies are applied in [teacher] functioning at both
the elementary and secondary school levels.
A survey of the actual use of measurement competencies
on the job would be most desirable.
A further study is indicated of consensus by [teachers]
on a broader base as to the measurement competencies
needed.
Ways should be explored in which [teachers'] judgments
about competencies could be used in the development of
preservice and inservice programs in educational measurement for [teachers] . . .
Institutions involved in preservice education of [teachers] should explore and consider greater utilization of
competency-based and field-based programs in [teacher]
skill areas such as measurement competencies.
As a final suggestion, in the opinion of this investigator, . . . this study demonstrated one systematic approach to the determination of the professional needs
of [teachers] in a specific area.
Further investigations should be conducted to determine how and where

11
such an approach can be applied to the improvement of
[teacher] education.
(pp. 209-210)
Mayo and Morgan cited the following current issues
in the field in their minutes of the meeting of the NCME
Committee on Measurement Competencies (Note 2).
Current Issues In The Measurement Field
The improvement of measurement competency for educational personnel (not only teachers but counselors,
school psychologists, coordinators of testing, subject
matter specialists, and administrators) . . . .
Job analysis of educational roles should be considered
(the question of taxonomy of measurement competencies-possibly class by class/level) . .
More direct focus on job/task analysis in combination
with attitude assessment.
The assumption implicit in the above calls for
studies by measurement experts is that if these studies are
conducted and their results properly appraised, shortcomings
in the present teacher education curriculum will be illuminated; once curriculum deficiencies are clear, administration will implement appropriate teacher training changes to
the extent and strength of the evidence.
Unfortunately, there is opposition to these changes.
One factor opposing this thrust for curriculum reform is
embodied in an anecodote.describing the demands for the
allocation of teacher training time.

A professor of psy-

chology offered a gratuitous opinion of measurement competency objectives in an appended response when he returned
the Checklist of Measurement Competencies to Mayo (1967).
(The Checklist is a multiple choice survey instrument
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requesting experts to rate 70 measurement competencies, if
understood, as essential, desirable, or of little importance.)

The unnamed professor responded to the request for

measurement competency evaluation as follows:
If many colleges of education would drop some of their
courses telling students that teachers must be brave,
clean, loyal, reverent, etc., and replace them with
other courses, I would mark all of the objectives
herein as desirable, and far preferable to the mishmash now taught.
Mayo commented, "This same professor was pessimistic that
most beginning or even advanced teachers would ever acquire
many objectives on the Checklist" (p. 25).
Another illustration of alternate priorities in
allocating student time in the preservice teacher curriculum
is given by Roeder (1973).

Roeder jokingly bet a colleague

that most elementary education majors are better prepared to
conduct impromptu art and music lessons than they are to
evaluate pupil performance.

To win his bet, he conducted a

nation wide survey of teacher-preparatory institutions to
see how many colleges and universities throughout the United
States required prospective teachers to complete an evaluation course.

He found that less than half of the respond-

ing institutions required prospective elementary teachers to
complete an evaluation course though almost all required
classes in music and art methods and physical education.
Teacher training institutions requiring evaluation courses
of elementary education majors numbered less than one-third
of Roeder's sample; one-sixth required as much as three
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semester hours, and less than five percent required more
than three semester hours.

A curious state of affairs

exists in teacher education when, with little training in
measurement, elementary teachers are expected to construct
or select, administer, score, interpret, and implement the
findings of standardized and informal evaluation instruments
throughout their career as teachers (pp. 142-143).

At Florida State University, Hills characterized the
situation thusly:

"I wonder why the audio-visual people can

get the required courses in threading movie projectors, but
the measurement people can't get courses required in developing classroom tests" (Note 3).
Remedy for this situation would seem to begin with a
study defining measurement competencies useful to educators,
an elegant study which would discriminate measurement competencies needed by teachers generally from competencies appropriate mainly to teachers of certain subjects, with
students at particular developmental stages, or to educators
at certain levels of career development, etc.
Overview of the Method
The method selected for this investigation is a task
analysis survey.

Task analysis is the process of identify-

ing each task and sub-task including the skills and knowledge needed to enable the worker to perform a specific part
of a job (U.S. Department of Labor, 1972, pp. 3-4).

A task

analysis derived from work data reflecting true job conditions and requirements will contain the elements necessary

p
14
for it to be an accurate representation of the knowledge and
skills needed (McCormick, 1976, pp. 652, 658-663).

Thus, a

task analysis is different than a motion study of the sort
espoused by Frank B. Gilbreth.

Applications suitable to

task analysis, experts say, occur in work areas where mental
skill or knowledge requirements exist.
Task analysis as a method of determining training
needs and developing training patterns has been applied by
many organizations; in certain cases task analysis has
served as the key element in decisions about training and
design (Freda

& Loolioan, 1975, pp. 22-24).

Formal task

analysis is the process of identifying (a) each mental
manipulation and discrimination algorithm used to accomplish
a specific part of a complete job and (b) the skills and
knowledge needed to enable the employee to perform each task
and sub-task.

Specialists say task analysis should be the

first and most critical step in the development of a course
of instruction.

Suitable applications of task analysis

occur where skill or knowledge requirements exist; work
primarily mechanical-manipulative in nature and lacking
occasions for the application of complex discriminations or
decision algorithms is more suited to the disciplines of
time and motion study or job analysis.

If the data thus

collected is from competent persons actually performing the
job or task, to that extent it will incorporate validity.
Because task analysis is a logical and systematic
process, training schedules derived from data collected on
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persons actually performing the task generally receive more
acceptance from trainees; courses developed by procedures of
task analysis tend to produce the positive justification for
required training decisions that higher management often
demands.
Since a task analysis of measurement competencies
is based upon the perceptions coming down to us over time,
it is to consider the evolution of educator measurement
competencies we turn in the chapter titled "Review of
Related Literaturen.

F

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Mayo (1967) pointed out that measurement and evaluation are essentials to good teaching practice since, to
perform their duties, teachers measure, appraise, judge and
report.

It follows that teacher preparation programs ought

to provide measurement competencies and the ability to
understand, interpret, and explain measures (p. 1).

Mayo

found most preservice teacher preparation programs did not
provide these competencies; after graduation from teacher
training school, educator in-service measurement and evaluation exposure reported and gain measured by objective test
was very low (p. 42).
Before Mayo's 1967 study, there were few investigations in the area of preservice preparation of teachers in
measurement; in his review of the relevant literature, Mayo
cited the more important of these studies, which follow
(pp. 2-8).
The data of Byram (1933), reporting on 485 young
college teachers, and Davis (1940), reporting on 1,075
public school teachers, agreed in that the problems judged
most serious by a large proportion of teachers in both
groups were in the area of measurement and evaluation.
-16-
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Noll (1955) surveyed introductory measurement
courses in 80 teacher-training institutions of various types;
83% of the schools offered an introductory measurement
course, though of these only 14% required such a course of
undergraduates preparing for certain types of certificates.
Ten percent of the states specified a course in measurement
for certification.
Six years later, Noll (1961a, 1961b) reported an
increase in the number of states requiring a course in measurement for various specific kinds of certificates.

The

same studies included an analysis of measurement competency
attitudes and comprehensions:

ther~

were widespread mis-

understandings of fundamental concepts and procedures both
in a class of 77 midwestern seniors completing their teacher
preparation and in a group of 108 experienced teachers
attending a summer session at a large Eastern university.
Allen (1956) surveyed 288 teacher training institutions offering measurement courses.

In a report to the

National Council on Measurement in Education she stated a
majority of responding institutions acknowledged the cooperation and assistance of test publishers in building libraries
of standardized tests; these teacher training institutions
expressed less satisfaction, however, with the adequacy of
instructional materials and methods published for the teaching of educational measurement.

Allen's study agreed with

Noll's in reporting that although a majority of teacher
training institutions offered an introductory course in

r
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measurement, few required it for a teaching certificate.
Likewise, most state education departments did not require
a course in measurement for certification.
Ebel (1960) described tests of measurement competency he had developed.

Thereafter he worked with the

Committee on the Development of a Test of Measurement of
Competencies of Classroom Teachers from which came an
analyzed set of 250 measurement competency test items (1962).
In the opinion of Mayo, the citations above
suggested two conclusions:

(a) There was a dearth of

systematic effective preparation of teachers in measurement;
and (b) In-service teachers felt strongly their need for
competency in measurement and evaluation (p. 3).
In apparent response to this expressed need, a
Committee on the Pre-Service Preparation of Teachers in
Education was formed under the sponsorship of the National
Council on Measurement in Education.

The NCME, since its

1937 inception, had concerned itself with proper and
effective use of measurement in the schools.

Three

committees of NCME had been active in studying the problems
of teacher measurement competency; in 1963, the prior work
of these committees came together when the Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
funded a study which was published in 1967 as Pre-Service
Preparation of Teachers in Educational Measurement.
The aims of the project were to determine what
teachers need to know about measurement, what beginning
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teachers actually know at time of graduation, and what they
know two years after graduation.

Specifically, the purposes

were:
1.

To develop a practical definition of measurement

competencies needed by teachers in general, and also in
different grade levels and teaching fields;
2.

To obtain evaluations of measurement competen-

cies by various groups and to study the differences found
with a view to discerning the rationale for such differences;
3.

To develop an instrument which would provide a

valid, reliable measure of the desired measurement competencies.

This instrument would be administered to a sample of

graduating seniors in teacher-training institutions immediately prior to graduation, and two years after graduation;

4.

To collect data about undergraduate programs,

which would be related to the level of measurement competency found at graduation;
5.

To relate post graduation changes in measurement

competency during a two year period to certain variables,
such as teaching experience, in-service programs, and
graduate study;

6.

To interpret findings of the investigation in

relation to current programs for preparation of teachers
(pp. 4-5).
The committee, chaired by Noll and under the project
directorship of Mayo, prepared a report often cited by
researchers on measurement used in education.
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Since the study was aimed at measurement skills of
beginning teachers, the topic format observed was:

standard-

ized tests, construction and evaluation of classroom tests,
uses of measurement and evaluation, and statistical concepts.
Topics omitted because of their perceived concern mainly to
education specialists or highly experienced teachers were:
test security, ratings, sociograms, anecdotal records,
observations, cumulative records, counseling and guidance,
identification and study of exceptional children, curriculum
study and revision, and improvement of staff (pp. 6-7).
The data gathering instrument used by Mayo for this
purpose was the Checklist of Measurement Competencies (p. 8).
Some of the findings of the study were:
1.

There is general agreement on importance of some

measurement competencies for teachers, but disagreement as
to how and when teachers should acquire them;
2.

There is a bias against statistics among some

teachers;
3.

Beginning teachers do not demonstrate a very

high level of measurement competency;
4.

Verbal ability was significantly related to

measurement competency and teaching field (pp. 62-63).
From the above conclusions, Mayo suggested that
further study is needed for teachers in specified circumstances; two possible obstacles impeding improvement of the
measurement competency level of student teachers may be
(a) the lack of deep commitment to problems and practices
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in evaluation, and (b) negative attitudes toward statistics
(pp. 63-64).
Related Studies
Jacobs and Crisp (1969) report the responses of 263
Illinois secondary school English teachers to 500 addressed
sets of a questionnaire and the Checklist of Measurement
Competency (Mayo, 1967).

Analysis of the responses of the

experienced teachers indicates 63% expressed satisfaction
with their level of awareness and usage of measurement and
evaluation competencies.
At the 1974 annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Holtz (Note 1) presented a paper
enlarging upon an idea suggested in Mayo's study.

A con-

clusion of Mayo's, that attitude toward educational measurement might be an obstacle to future achievement in statistics
coursework and a hindrance to later implementation of measurement principles, suggested a study on the entering
attitudes of Boston University undergraduates towards topics
in educational measurement.

Using a 47 item questionnaire

of measurement objectives chosen to relate, at a more general
level, to those included in the Mayo list and adding the
three additional topics of criterion referenced tests,
affective objectives, and historical precedents of present
testing practice, Holtz tested a sample of undergraduates in
education who had not yet taken a measurement course.
Subjects were asked to rate each of the 47 objectives for
importance using a five point scale ranging from "very
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important" to "very unimportant."

A further response option

("X") was provided for those who did not understand the
statement.

Assured of anonymity, subjects were told the

researcher was interested in student attitudes toward aspects of an educational measurement course and were encouraged to respond as carefully and as candidly as possible.
Results suggest that the students Holtz sampled
were:
1.

Positive in general to the importance of most

testing and measurement procedures, with perceived importance varying as a function of types of procedures involved
and their intended use;
2.

Undecided, overall, as to the importance of

statistics;
3.

Particularly concerned with evaluating measuring

instruments and procedures and deciding on their own use of
testing methods.
Many of the objectives perceived as most important
involve higher level cognitive or affective goals relating
to the synthesis and evaluation levels of Bloom's cognitive
taxonomy.

However, many of Bloom's lower taxonomic objec-

tives (interestingly ranked lower by the students) are
useful and even required to address objectives considered
most important.

A notable example is the use of statistical

methods to address instrument validity and reliability.
Contrasts were drawn by Holtz which suggest greater
mean differences between males and females than between
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elementary and secondary education students generally.
Prospective math, science, and business education teachers
were, by and large, more favorably disposed to items pertaining to constructing good objective items and evaluating tests
used in grading; majors in preparation for English, language,
and social studies were more positive to the remainder of
the items.
Factor analysis was performed on the data from the
entire sample.

A principal components analysis produced 13

factors with eigenvalues greater than one accounting for 63%
of the variance.

Relationships between variables were com-

plex and unitary concepts were somewhat dispersed, perhaps
indicating a student lack of conceptual clarity about many
curriculum aspects.
While there were a few exceptional subgroups, the
overall sample seemed not negatively disposed to educational
measurement topics (in contrast to Mayo's findings), though
they were generally undecided about the importance of
statistics.
Holtz agreed with the Mayo finding that for the
entering student the full relevance of some measurement
material to high-priority student objectives has yet to be
established.

Perhaps, she conjectured, materials students

feel are most important are not stressed in instruction and
student expectations are not realized.
Grosswald (1975) reports a study designed to define
the measurement competencies and attitudes among elementary
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and high school counselors in Philadelphia.

From a useable

sample of nearly 300 Philadelphia counselors Grosswald draws
the following generalizations:
Male counselors had a more extensive background in
fields related to measurement competencies than female
counselors while secondary counselors had a more extensive
background in fields related to measurement competencies
than elementary counselors.

This relationship parallels the

observations of Holtz on her group of teaching students
where, while both gender and grade level differences exist,
the gender associated differences were more discriminating
in relation to measurement competencies than were those
associated with teacher grade level preparation.

Grosswald

notes that secondary counselors generally attributed more
importance to and performed better in the competencies than
elementary counselors probably because of better academic
preparation.
In addition, Grosswald notes that his sample of
counselors appeared to have considerable professional experience both in teaching and counseling, sufficiently so,
to make judgments about the importance of measurement
competencies in counseling; he did not ask his sample for
determinations about the measurement competencies appropriate to teaching, however.
Grosswald also reported a length of service related
measurement competency effect:

the more experienced coun-

selors had a less extensive background in psychology,
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statistics, and tests and measurement than less experienced
counselors, and reflected this difference in a less positive
attitude toward measurement competencies although there was
agreement concerning the importance of measurement competencies in general.

Competencies related to their application

in counseling were considered more important, although those
involving statistical or mathematical concepts or requiring
computational or procedural skills were not only considered
less important by counselors but also were the most difficult to understand or perform.
Competencies dealing with the interpretation of
tests were very important to counselors; those counselors
with greater amounts of graduate work and coursework in
psychology, statistics, and tests and measurement seemed to
attribute greater importance to formal measurement and
seemed to possess the competencies to a greater degree than
those with lesser educational backgrounds.

In conformity

with the above perceptions, the more-experienced counselors
felt the competencies as being less important and possessed
the competencies to a lesser degree than the less-experienced
counselors.

Those counselors who considered the competen-

cies important appeared to have mastered more competencies
and a mastery of competencies was related to positive attitudes toward the competencies.
On the basis of these conclusions and interpreted by
his experience, Grosswald derives the following implications
of possible relevance to educator measurement competencies:
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1.

Lack of sufficient instruction in statistics and
tests and measurement and the time between such
courses and subsequent service appeared to be
factors affecting both attitudes and the performance of competencies.

2.

The low importance attributed to statistical concepts and the low performance in such competencies
may be due to the limited background in statistics.

3.

The more familiarity counselors have with measurement the greater the appreciation.

4.

The construction of classroom tests should be deemphasized in measurement courses for counselors;
the application and interpretation aspects should
be more emphasized both in courses and instructional
materials.

5.

In-service programs especially for the more-experienced counselors seem strongly indicated.
(pp. 208-209)
In late 1976, at the suggestion of several of the

State of Florida's Coordinators of Accountability, Hills
conducted a survey of the coordinators' view of the competency of teachers in measurement.

Reporting the results,

Hills (1977) summarized:
Clearly, this modest survey indicated that most of
Florida's school teachers, at all levels from elementary
through high school, fail to reflect in their school
activities evidence of having learned the rudiments of
tests and measurements.
Only twenty-five percent were
judged by coordinators of accountability to be displaying evidence of sound training in this area, and typically only ten to 20 percent of the teachers were judged
to have the knowledge to answer correctly questions
about relatively simple and highly salient and practical
aspects of classroom measurement. Perhaps most of
Florida's teachers never had any training in this area;
a course in it is not required for certification in
Florida.
If they did have training in it, the training
apparently was ineffective.
Or at least that is the way
it appears to Florida's coordinators of accountability.
In fact, nearly every coordinator who responded would
recommend that a course in testing be required for
certification.
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A Florida Council on Teacher Education, appointed by
the State Board of Education to advise the Commissioner of
Education on all matters dealing with teacher education and
certification, has made studies of essential competencies in
order to recommend desirable standards relating to programs
and policies for the development, certification, improvement,
and maintenance of competencies of education personnel.

A

list of recommended generic competencies was developed
(pp. 5-8).
An illustration of the confusion as to goals and
purposes underlying educator understanding in the field of
educational measurement is characterized in a study in the
Journal of Educational Measurement.

Harris (1973) accumu-

lated responses of the 145 replying NCME members to determine the extent of their agreement on issues in educational
measurement.

He found that respondents varied widely on

many issues.

On only eight items of the 40 presented did

two-thirds or more of the respondents agree with the issue
as stated.

Harris commented:

One could speculate that agreement among the group of
respondents would have been higher (or lower) if a
different set of issues had been used, if the issues
had been randomly selected, or if a more sophisticated
list of issues had been employed. But since this study
was concerned with issues which teacher practitioners
are presently confronted with, little thought was given
to such speculation.
There are a few points, however, which appear worthy of
considerable thought, speculation, and research.
First,
since the degree of agreement on the selected issues
seems quite limited among a group of measurement specialists (members of NCME are assumed to be, at least
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to some extent, specialists in educational measurement),
can practitioners be expected to employ measurement
techniques with confidence and effectiveness? Second,
should school practitioners hurry to put in effect
innovative practices on a wide scale which are still
quite controversial among measurement specialists?
Third, should practitioners waste time in implementing
practices which the great majority of specialists do
not recommend? and fourth, how can the results of this
study be utilized in furthering "greater understanding
and improved use of measurement techniques in education?"
(pp. 69-70)
The same 40 item questionnaire was used in surveying
measurement attitudes among a population of 202 student
teachers from Southern Illinois University doing student
teaching in Chicago and suburban Chicago schools.

"The

[questionnaires] were [administered] over a four year period,
1972-1976.

The model student teacher was female, had com-

pleted coursework to qualify for a high school job, was
22 years old, and desired to teach in the metropolitan area"
(Boykin

& Pope, 1977, pp. 561-563).

A range of opinion

diversity was evident among this population comparable to
that of the Harris survey though, of course, the extreme
attitudes were usually different for each population.
This forty item questionnaire was again used in a
survey of Phi Delta Kappan readers by Gephart (1977),
Director of the Center on Evaluation, Development and Research at the Phi Delta Kappan International Headquarters.
Gephart discovered diversity of opinion among the 406 Kappan
respondents exceeding the diversity reported among the prior
populations surveyed.
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The Kappan respondents, 406 persons who voluntarily completed the questionnaire, in general show less concensus
than do . . . student teachers. They are also less
supportive of and less rejecting.of individual measurement issues. These results suggest that experience
turns black and white judgments into shades of gray.
(pp. 766-767)
Summary
Let us review the information presented in the first
two chapters and draw together some meaningful relationships
central to this study:
The "Introduction" opens with a statement of five
teacher duties and the assertion that the two requiring
measurement competency understandings and skills are often
neglected; assessment-evaluation and interpreting-relating
areas of responsibility are frequently evaded by teachers
since, very often, neither preservice nor in-service education prepares teachers with the understandings or skills
needed to carry them out.

It is stated that if the measure-

ment competencies needed for teacher duties and functions
are defined, to the extent of the force of this defined need,
there would be justification for changes in educator preservice and in-service curriculum.
Another reason for explicating the measurement
competencies needed by educators is to respond to recent
critics of educational testing.
cisms follows two lines:

The burden of their criti-

(a) the first line, that many

educators are ill prepared in measurement competencies and
ill equipped to select, administer, interpret, or advise the
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import of tests is, in many cases, no doubt true and best
answered by strengthening the preservice and in-service
teacher education curriculum in measurement competencies;
(b) the second line of criticism of educational testing,
that those who because of disappointment and frustrated
expectations would destroy the presumed agents of the bad
tidings--the test and the person administering the test-may best be responded to by meaningful education and
enlightened explanation to both technicians and the public
of what testing can and cannot do.
In the "Review of Related Literature," authors of
studies dealing with curriculum related definitions of
measurement competencies--Mayo, Holtz, Grosswald, and Hills-are cited in support of the view that further studies be
made of educator required measurement competencies by grade
level, subject, vocation, and other criteria. The Committee
on Measurement Competencies of the National Council on
Measurement in Education is quoted as favoring a definition
of educator measurement competencies by subject and grade
level.

Demurrers are included from other experts--one, an

unnamed psychology professor who expressed skepticism that
admittedly desirable measurement competencies would ever
replace the mish-mash of simplistic truisms so often used
as the core curriculum for teachers--another, Jacobs and
Crisp's study apparently indicated that Illinois English
teachers are satisfied with their unsystematically developed
classroom measurement competencies--another, Roeder, who
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conducted a nation wide study showing music, art methods,
physical education, and religion played and seemed likely to
continue playing a more prominent role in most teacher eduction curricula than testing or measurement training.

Never-

theless, it would seem that prior investigators and other
experts in the field have mandated a study differentiating
educator measurement competencies by various situational
aspects.
An ethnographic description of the educator measurement competencies in a well-defined segment of the educational community would seem to have value.

This descriptive

baseline could be used in the present to comprehend the
existing situation and in the future to draw contrasts and
make inferences about various educational and measurement
correlations.

With the exception of Mayo's study of pre-

service measurement competency training, Grosswald's study
of metropolitan school counselors, and Hills' study of measurement competencies thought useful to in-service Florida
teachers by district measurement specialists, no such baseline appears to have been drawn.
Examples of diversity of educator opinion as to the
importance of particular measurement competencies are illustrated by several citations.

These examples of diversity in

educator opinion seem to relate to the limited data base
available against which contrasting points of view may be
tested.
In order to supplement the useable data base and to
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facilitate future tests and contrasts of disparate opinion,
an ethnographic survey of the field was proposed and a
series of techniques were examined which have been used by
other investigators.

Flanagan and his successors have used

the critical incident and task analysis technique to tease
out measures of typical performance, measures of proficiency,
training selection and classification, job design and purification, operating procedures, equipment design, attitudes,
and counseling and psychotherapy.
It is to an elaboration of these foundations and to
an implementation of this design we turn in the chapter
titled "Method."

CHAPTER III
METHOD
This chapter reports the development and selection
of a research design and questionnaire form in the light of
certain theoretical considerations and the experience
obtained with pilot studies.

In addition, the drawing of

a geographic boundry about the population to be sampled and
procedures involving sampling, instrumentation, coding, and
analysis are detailed.
Task Analysis Rationale
The purpose of this study was to develop through
task analysis an index of educator required measurement
competencies differentiated by various categories of vocation, teaching area, and grade level.

A reason justifying

this study is that a situation exists in which there is
great diversity of opinion even among experts and technicians.

There is only a limited data base available by

which to evaluate divergent viewpoints toward measurement
competencies useful to educators.

Perhaps a data base

derived by means of a previously validated technique would
help our understanding.

Turning to the literature of

task analysis and the critical incident, let us consider
the history, uses, and merits of this method which
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purportedly selects the essential components of human tasks.
We may then apply such segments of this method as seem to
have utility to this analysis of measurement competencies
needed by educators.
In 1954, Flanagan published this characterization of
task analysis:
The critical incident technique consists of a set of
procedures for collecting direct observations of human
behavior in such a way as to facilitate their potential
usefulness in solving practical problems and developing
broad psychological principles. The critical incident
techniques outlines procedures for collecting observed
incidents having special significance and meeting
systematically defined criteria.
By an incident is meant an observable human activity
that is sufficently complete in itself to permit
inferences and predictions to be made about the person
performing the act.
(p. 327)
In broad outline, at least, there seems little new
or remarkable about the critical incident concept.

People

have been observing other people and making inferences
therefrom for ages.

The great writers of the past indicate

in their work that they were keen observers of their fellow
men.

Doubtless some had unusual abilities to reconstruct

remembered situations in vivid detail; others may have made
systematic observations over many instances of prototypical
behavior.

Perhaps what was most conspicuously needed to

supplement these observations was a set of procedures for
analyzing and synthesizing reports into a number of relationships that could be tested by making additional observations
under carefully controlled conditions.
While the roots of critical incident procedures can
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be traced to the studies of Sir Francis Galton, more recent
expressions of the idea are the controlled observation tests
and anecdotal records of the classroom and the Aviation
Psychology Program of the United States Army Air Forces in
World War II.

The Aviation Psychology Program was estab-

lished to develop procedures for the selection and classification of aircrews.

In analyzing the specific reported

reasons for failure in learning to fly, the analysts sought
a way around the plethora of cliches and sterotypes such as
"lack of inherent flying ability" and "inadequate sense of
sustentation," or generalizations such as "unsuitable
temperament," "poor judgment," or

;r

insufficient progress."

Along with these, a number of observations of specific
behaviors were reported.

This study provided the basis for

a research program· on selecting pilots.
Subsequent developments in the research program led
to Flanagan's publication of "The Aviation Psychology Program in the Army Air Forces" in 1947.
The principal objective of job analysis procedures
should be the determination of critical requirements.
These requirements include those which have been
demonstrated to have made the difference between success
and failure in carrying out an important part of the
job assigned in a significant number of instances.
Too often, statements regarding job requirements are
merely lists of all the desirable traits of human
beings. These are practically no help in selecting,
classifying, or training individuals for specific jobs.
To obtain valid information regarding the truly critical
requirements for success in a specific assignment, procedures were developed in the Aviation Psychology Program for making systematic analyses of causes of good
and poor performance.
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Essentially, the procedure was to obtain first-hand
reports, or reports from objective records, of satisfactory and unsatisfactory execution of the task
assigned.
The cooperating individual described a
situation in which success or failure was determined
by specific reported causes.
This procedure was found very effective in obtaining
information from individuals concerning their own
errors, from subordinates concerning errors of their
superiors, from supervisors with respect to their
subordinates, and also from participants with respect
to co-participants.
(p. 329)
A series of Air Force studies derived a list of 733
critical pilot behaviors which were classified into a list
of 24 critical requirements of the pilot's job.

The results

of one study were used to develop selection tests to measure
the aptitudes and other personality characteristics found
critical for success in the job.

Other studies were applied

exclusively, at first, to aircrew selection.
technique was generalized to other areas.

Then the

The critical

incidents collected were used as the basis for constructing
selection tests covering both aptitude and attitude factors.
A substantial number of studies were carried out in
the Department of Psychology at the University of Pittsburg
by students working for advanced degrees under Flanagan's
direction.

Most of these studies had as their objective the

determination of the critical requirements for a specific
occupational group or activity.

Many of them also included

contributions to technique; for example, a 1949 dissertation
specified the critical requirements for dentists.

In this

study, critical incident points of view were obtained from
three sources:

patients, dentists, and dental school
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instructors.

As might be expected, patients did not report

as large a proportion of incidents demonstrating technical
proficiency or professional responsibility as did the other
two groups; the instructors reported only a relatively
small proportion of their incidents in the area of handling
patients relationships (Flanagan, 1954).
Other studies reported applied to educational
evaluation; the following example, in addition, illustrates
the confounding effect of point of view:
A researcher carried out a study to determine the
critical requirements for instructors of general
psychology courses. Perhaps the finding of most
general importance in this study was the existence
of substantial differences between the patterns of
critical incidents reported by students and faculty.
The faculty reported a significantly larger percentage
of effective behaviors in the following areas:
giving
demonstrations or experiments, using discussion group
techniques, encouraging and ascertaining students'
ideas and opinions.
The students, on the other hand, contributed a larger
percentage of behaviors in the following areas:
reviewing examinations, distributing grades, and explaining
grades; using lecture aids such as drawings, charts,
movies, models, and apparatus; using project techniques;
giving test questions on assigned materials; helping
students after class and during class recess; the manner
of the instructor.
The faculty reported a larger percentage of ineffective
behaviors concerning maintaining order. The ineffective
behaviors that were reported in a larger percentage by
students involved these areas: presenting requirements
of the courses, using effective methods of expression,
dealing with students' questions, pointing out fallacies,
reviewing and summarizing basic facts and principles,
using project techniques, using verbal diagnostic teaching techniques, achievement testing students on assigned
material, objective type achievement testing, using
humor.
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This is a good illustration of the problem of the competency of various types of available observers to
evaluate the contribution to the general aim of the
activity of a specific action. Examination of the
reports from students indicated a somewhat limited
sphere of competence.
Apparently one of the principal
reasons for this was the lack of perspective on the
part of the students and their inability to keep the
general aim of the instructor clearly in mind because
of its divergence from their own immediate aims.
In
many cases, this latter aim seemed to be directed toward achieving a satisfactory grade in the course.
(pp. 333-334)
Despite certain problems of "point of view of the
evaluator" mentioned above, there are appropriate and useful
applications of the method.

The five essential elements

commonly included in the critical incident procedure are:
(a) Determine the general aim of the activity.

(b) Develop

plans and specifications to collect factual requirements of
the activity.

(c) Collect the data which may be reported as

an interview or written up by the interviewee.

In either

case it is essential that the report be objective and inelude all relevant details.

(d) Analyze the data to

summarize and describe the incident in an efficient manner
so that it can be effectively used for various practical
purposes.

(e) Interpret and report a statement of require-

ments of the activity.
Applications of the critical incident technique
which have been made to date fall under the following
headings:

(a) measures of typical performance (criteria);

(b) measures of proficiency (standard samples); (c) training;
(d) selection and classification; (e) job design and purification; (f) operating procedures; (g) equipment design;
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(h) motivation and leadership (attitudes); (i) counseling
and psychotherapy.
In summary, the critical incident technique, rather
than collecting opinions, obtains a record of specific
behaviors from those in the best position to make the evaluations.

The collection and tabulation of these observations

make it possible to formulate the critical requirements of
an activity.

A list of critical behaviors provides a sound

basis for making inferences as to requirements in terms of
aptitudes, training, and other characteristics (Flanagan,
1954).

The practical problems involved in the collection of
recall data concerning critical incidents are considered by
Flanagan.

Collection of data is expedited, Flanagan points

out, by the following techniques:

(a) securing a ratifying

sponsorship for the study; (b) briefly and plainly expressing the purpose of the study to the target group; (c) clarifying to the group interviewed the reason for its selection;
(d) guaranteeing anonymity to the individual replying;
(e) reducing the threat of invidious comparisons by assuring
respondents the data will be aggregated in a creative way
( 1954).

In lieu of the personal interview, notes Flanagan, a
need for a larger sample may rationalize group interviews or
the use of questionnaire forms; the sample size required is
a function of the number of critical incidents to be
collected.

For jobs of a supervisory nature Flanagan states
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that between 2,000 and 4,000 critical incidents are required
to include a comprehensive statement of requirements that
recalls nearly all of the different types of critical behaviors (1954, pp. 340-343).
Developments at a later stage in the analysis of
human activity are reported in the Handbook for Analyzing
Jobs (U.S. Department of Labor, 1972).

The manual is

devoted to an explanation of the procedures and techniques
applicable to the needs of work study.

The vocabulary of

work analysis had by this time developed certain definitions.
However, a series of categories defining the worker in his
job environment do not concern our present purpose.
our analysis we are interested mainly in:

For

(a) work per-

formed on data; and (b) worker traits, to the extent they
relate to work performed on data.
In the Handbook for Analyzing Jobs, work performed
on data is defined as:

synthesizing; coordinating; analyz-

ing; compiling; computing; copying; and comparing.

The

Handbook also defines worker traits appropriate to perform
the work.
1
2

3
4
5

These worker traits are:

Training time
(a) General Educational Development
(b) Specific Vocational Preparation
Aptitudes
(a) Intelligence
(b) Verbal
(c) Numerical
(d) Spatial
(e) Form Perception
(f) Clerical Perception . . .
Temperaments
Interests
Physical demands and enviromental conditions. (p. 4)
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Temperaments for the purpose of collecting occupational data are defined as "personal traits" required of a
worker by specific job-worker situations and are divided
into ten factors (pp. 8-9).

Exhaustive definitions ranked

by training time required, level of performance to be
expected, and even aptitude-performance-trait interactions
are given in the Handbook's Appendix (1972).

For example,

we may reference estimated aptitude needs and prototype
performance at intelligence levels one through five, at
verbal, numerical, and spatial aptitude levels one through
five, and from perception levels one through five, etc.
(pp. 207-344).
Of possible long range utility are categories of
vocational preparation for employment at various levels;
these overlapping categories are (a) college, (b) vocational
education, (c) apprenticeship, (d) in-plant training,
(e) on-the-job training, and (f) performance on other jobs.
Directions advise that these categories should be conceptually substituted to investigate alternate routes to the
same training (p. 29).
Another strategy with elements appropriate to our
purposes is McCormick's chapter "Job and Task Analysis" in
the Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology
(1976).

He highlights a problem central to our investi-

gation:
Of the various deficiencies of conventional job analysis
procedures, probably the sharpest criticism is that the
typical essay descriptions of job activities are not
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adequately descriptive of the jobs in question, especially in the case of jobs that deal primarily with
decision and communication activities (such as managerial, supervisory, professional, technical, etc.).
In
discussing this rather central problem, Cowan (1969)
points out that one problem in job analysis has been
that of simulating in verbal form jobs which are composed of a large number of important, independent, and
nonverbal job elements.
(p. 654)
McCormick characterizes the practitioner's job as
knowing what the worker does, how he does it, and why he
does it.

The description of what and how is reportage of,

most often, mechanical manipulative acts; there often is no
tangible description of why something is done.

The realm of

decision based on intuition or algorithm is very hard to
define.

This is the arena of task analysis.
McCormick points out that while a job can be

characterized in the categories of worker traits as defined
in the Handbook for Analyzing Jobs (i.e., Training Time,
Aptitudes, Interests, Temperaments, Physical Demands, and
Working Conditions, etc.), there is another way by which to
consider mental discriminations:
Let us clarify the distinction that has been made
between task description and task analysis. Miller
(1962) makes the point that a task description may be
best understood as a statement of requirements, in
particular a description of what has to be accomplished.
Such description is essentially in "operational" terms,
typically describing a physical process, the description
specifying such aspects as the cues (or stimuli) which
the person would perceive in the task environment and
the related responses which he makes. On the other hand,
Miller characterizes task analysis in terms of the
"behavioral understanding" of the task requirements.
As related to possible training objectives, task analysis tends to be focused on the human performance requirements and the skills and knowledges that need to be
developed in order for people to be able to perform the
task as described.
(McCormick, 1976, p. 658)
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In further considering task description and analysis
in training, let us clarify again the distinction that is
commonly made between them.

Cunningham and Duncan (1967)

make the point that task description specifies the end-ofcourse performance of trainees, and thus the content of
training; task analysis relates to "behavioral categories"
that are relevant to learning--behavioral categories, such as
identification, recall, decision making, multiple discrimination, applying concepts, principles and rules, etc.

The

"learning" conditions that would be optimum for these different behavioral categories presumably would be different for
each such category.

Because of the relationship between

learning conditions and behavioral categories, task analysis
is then the handmaiden of training methods.

Training con-

tent typically does not of itself provide inklings about
training methods to be used.

Rather, training methods

should be predicated upon "behavioral categories" involved
in the activities--and the learning conditions that are optimum for learning the behaviors in question (McCormick, 1976).
Task analysis has certain implications in this conceptual system.

As indicated, task analysis is concerned in

part with analyzing the understandings and behavior components involved in tasks, with a view toward developing training methods appropriate to such components.

This objective

has led to attempts to develop a taxonomy of tasks or activities.

For example, one such scheme, proposed by Gagne

(1965), is called a cumulative learning sequence.
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Another conceptual development in the utilization of
task analysis for training was set forth by Freda and
Loolioan (1975).

Several redefinitions expressed by the

authors are necessary at this point:
Task. A series of human operations or activities which
have a common purpose or are directed toward some specific product or final result.
It is a logically related
set of actions.
Task Analysis. The process of identifying (1) each task
and sub-task to complete a specific part of a complete
job, and (2) the skills and knowledges needed to enable
the employee to perform each task and sub-task.
(p. 22)
Thus, a task analysis in this view is the systematic
procedure of collecting, recording, and analyzing data concerning what employees do when performing a single task or
group of tasks.

Analysis is made to identify what knowl-

edges and skills an employee must possess to efficiently and
effectively perform the job.
Task analysis should be the first step in the
development of a course of instruction.

Unless the data

collected during the task analysis are both valid and
reliable, subsequent effort in course development is
meaningless.

Students that attend such a course will learn

many knowledges and skills not needed on the job, and/or
will not learn knowledges and skills needed and, in essence,
will not be adequately prepared to function on the new job.
Once a task analysis has been decided upon, experts
define the next step as collecting task analysis data by
some predetermined strategy.

A task analysis plan must

recognize many factors are essentially cognitive in nature
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and, therefore, not observable.

Moreover, since cognitive

aspects of the job are being examined, lengthy observation
techniques are not economically sound.

Multiple assessments

such as questionnaires can provide the detailed data
required.
After completing the above steps the task will be
ready for analysis.

Finally, after analysis, only those

skills and knowledges which have been found lacking need to
be taught.
Summary of Task Analysis Concepts
In the opinion of McCormick, task analysis purportedly tells the practitioner not only what is done and how a
job is done, but also gives clues as to the why of the
decision algorithms or intuitions involved in the various
job steps.
Freda and Loolioan recommend task analysis to define
each segment of a complete job and the skills and knowledges
needed to enable an employee to perform each task and
sub-task.

Though the authors point out an in-depth personal

interview is the primary data collection device, they also
assert that subject areas embracing unobservable cognitive
constructs might better be investigated through a large data
base.

By implication, then, since lengthy observation

techniques are not economically sound, questionnaires as a
proxy for the in-depth interview may provide the data required.

This suggests a survey of many dimensions and partici-

pants; such a survey is the method of this investigation.
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To rephrase and reiterate:

by extrapolation from

the recommendations of Flanagan, McCormick, and Freda and
Loolioan, the only personal interview of economic and
chronologie feasibility across a large geographic area
which would lend itself to in-depth analysis defining the
essentially cognitive factors and training differences
distinct to decision algorithms would be a statistical
reduction of a large data base.

Quantifying and condensing

large response numbers would give a parameter estimate of
certain statistical probability that the personal interview
would make uneconomical; a cross-check by built-in administrator and staff contrasts would test survey response
validity and generalizability.
It is to report the implementing of this design
that we turn to the following sections.
Research Design
The method of this investigation was to obtain
measurement competency opinionnaires from a sample of inservice educators of attested skill.

The responses of

salient groups differentiated by certain educator characteristics such as vocation, subject taught, and grade level
would be statistically consolidated in order to define a
differential taxonomy of measurement competency priorities.
Subjects
The domain selected for sampling was defined as all
of the full-time-equivalent public school teachers in the
northeastern Illinois area of Cook, Du Page, and Lake
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Counties; these three counties comprise the more populous of
the six counties in the Chicago Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.

They encompass 52.18% of full-time-equivalent

public school classroom and other teachers in the State of
Illinois for the 1976-77 school year (see Appendix A).
A sampling procedure was established:

one-half of

one percent of the public school teachers in the three
county area was to be the sample addressed.

In the counties

specified, a mailing was sent to the principal of the school
of every two hundredth full-time-equivalent public school
teacher serially listed in the Directory of Illinois Schools,
1976-1977.
A request that the principal select one "competent"
classroom teacher to complete an enclosed questionnaire was
supplemented by a request that one "qualified" staff or
administrative person be given a similar enclosed questionnaire to complete and return (see Appendix B).

This was

meant to secure a cross section of both the teaching and
staff or administrative populations.

It must be remembered

that the teacher, administrator, or staff member actually
participating was chosen by the principal at the school
addressed for his or her "competence."

In no way was this

design to be a random sample of teachers or administratorstaff members; in keeping with the task analysis rationale,
it was rather a sample of personnel declared competent or
gualified in performing educator tasks by the principal of a
school randomly selected on the basis of teacher population.
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Bio-data characteristics of the total population are
reported in Appendix C broken out by questionnaire form
answered.

They are:

Table

1.

Job of Respondent;

Table

2.

School Level of Present Employment;

Table

3.

Teaching Background;

Table

4.

Educator Service in Five Year Groups;

Table

5.

Main Teaching Experience by Grades;

Table

6.

Major Teaching Field;

Table

7.

Highest College Degree and Education
Completed;

Table

8.

Undergraduate College Major;

Table

9.

Graduate Major;

Table 10.

Statistics Coursework Taken as Graduate
or Undergraduate Student;

Table 11.

Tests and Measurement Coursework Taken as
Graduate or Undergraduate Student.
Sample Definition

Since the Directory of Illinois Schools, 1976-1977
(hereafter called Directory) lists 58,390.7 full-timeequivalent teachers in the three counties during the baseline period, a mailing to the school of every two-hundredth
teacher would aggregate a sample of 292 schools (i.e., with
two questionnaires per school, 584 potential respondents).
The Directory gives the following information for each case:
(a) school name, address, telephone number; (b) superintendent; (c) principal; (d) zipcode; (e) county of location;
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(f) beginning grade of the educational sequence; (g) ending
grade of the educational sequence; (h) nursery presence;
(i) kindergarten presence; (j) ungraded classroom presence;
(k) EMH (educationally mentally handicapped) facility
presence; (1) TMH (trainably mentally handicapped) facility
presence; (m) OTH (social adjustment classroom) facility
presence; (n) 1975-76 teacher population; (o) 1975-76
student population.

This information was abstracted and

accumulated for the 292 school sample addressed; school
characteristics from (d) through (o) were converted into
values on a unit case punched card accounting system for
ease of summary, correlation, and contrast.

The coded

school characteristics in punched cards were crosstabulated
by the following breakouts--(a) the 292 school sample;
(b) the 584 questionnaires mailed; (c) the number of persons
responding; (d) the gender of respondents--and are displayed
in Appendix D in the following tables:
Table

1.

First Three Zipcode Digits By Schools

Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding; Also
Reported By Respondent Gender;
Table

2.

County Location By Schools Sampled,

Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding; Also Reported
By Respondent Gender;
Table

3.

Beginning Grade Of An Educational

Sequence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And
Persons Responding; Also Reported By Respondent Gender;
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Table

4.

Ending Grade Of An Educational Sequence

By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons
Responding; Also Reported By Respondent Gender;
Table

5.

Nursery Presence By Schools Sampled,

Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding; Also Reported
By Respondent Gender;
Table

6.

Kindergarten Presence By Schools Sampled,

Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding; Also Reported
By Respondent Gender;
Table

7.

Ungraded Classroom Presence By Schools

Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding; Also
Reported By Responsent Gender;
Table

8.

EMH Classroom Presence By Schools Sampled,

Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding; Also Reported
By Respondent Gender;
Table

9.

TMH Classroom Presence By Schools Sampled,

Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding; Also Reported
By Respondent Gender;
Table 10.

OTH Classroom Presence By Schools Sampled,

Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding; Also Reported
By Respondent Gender;
Table 11.

Faculty Size Grouped By Fifties By

Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding; Also Reported By Respondent Gender;
Table 12.

Student Body Size Grouped By Five

Hundreds By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And
Persons Responding; Also Reported By Respondent Gender.
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Instrumentation
This section describes the development of a task
analysis instrument and procedure consistent with the
prescriptions of Flanagan, McCormick, and Freda and
Loolioan.

In addition to the above authors, we have set

forth other viewpoints and strictures to be considered in
an analysis of educator measurement competencies.

Among

these broad guidelines are the following:
1.

The three trials of the Harris survey instrument

discussed in Chapter II indicated that within and among
Southern Illinois University students, Phi Delta Kappan
practitioners, and NCME Journal experts there is great
variety of opinion about measurement.

May there not be,

within other segments of the education community, a similar
diversity concerning the purpose of education and the
relationship of measurement to these goals?
2.

The literature of measurement competency warns

that the process of specifying the critical incident or
essential discrimination is often an empirical, iterative
labor.

Thus, the development of a survey instrument to

define measurement competency baselines may well be an
empiric as much as a rational enterprise.
In order to retain comparability with previous
investigations, instruments developed for prior measurement
competency studies received priority in trials and items
therefrom were opted wherever possible for the final
edition.

This policy was followed in developing all parts
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of the questionnaire.

For example, the first pilot study

edition of a survey segment used to collect biographical
data incorporated the 18 biodata items selected by Grosswald
for his study from the 20 created by Mayo.

The trial of

this instrument, however, showed that the population to
which this survey was directed did not have at hand some of
the information requested.

The original questionnaire

edition required such a keen recall (i.e., high school math
and science courses taken) and so much time to complete
that, in our experience, a significant proportion of the
participants would discard partly finished questionnaires
in frustration and quit the survey rather than search their
memory for information they could not readily recall.
Subsequent editions of a Checklist for Participants were
modified to meet these objections to the length and com-'
plexity of the biodata questionnaire of Mayo and Grosswald.
The final 13 item edition of the biodata Checklist was
derived from the items in Mayo's Questionnaire by spinning
off questions which experience had proved were too difficult
for many of the intended population of volunteer respondents
(see Appendix E).
Similarly, since the intent was to retain questionnaire comparability to Mayo's study Pre-Service Preparation
of Teachers in Educational Measurement, his Checklist of
Measurement Competencies and his Measurement Competency

-Test

- Form A (MCT - A) were selected and field tested

-

--

-

verbatim initially (except for one minor term update).

The
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choice of Mayo's Checklist and MCT - A was intended to have
an additional benefit:

Grosswald, too, had used both of

these instruments in his study The Attitudes Toward Measurement Competencies of Counselors in a Large Urban School

-----------

District (1975); a contemporary study using questionnaires
identical with two previous studies would be more comparable
and directly interpretable in historic context.

Unfortu-

nately, this intention could not be rigorously followed.
Since the sample for this study is drawn from a random pool
of in-service educators (in contrast to Mayo's group of
selected experts in measurement competency, and unlike
Grosswald's pool of certified Philadelphia school system
counselors responding to a questionnaire from the counselor
supervisory office), all difficulties and discouragements
to the completion and return of the largest proportion of
survey sets by the respondents had to be minimized.

Field

testing of the Measurement Competency Test - Form A, used
both by Mayo and Grosswald, proved it too difficult an
instrument with which to confront an educator population of
no special measurement expertise and under no compulsion to
respond; it was, with regret, eliminated.
Likewise, the pilot study rate of response to Mayo's
intact Checklist of Measurement Competencies was quite low
since apparently it was judged too time consuming by the
intended population.

To retain comparability with prior

studies of educator measurement competency and yet meet
respondent objections to the time required for survey
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completion, Mayo's 70 item Checklist was divided into
alternate forms on an odd-even question number basis.

The

35 questions remaining in each half of the two documents
developed will hereafter be designated as ODDQUEST (see
items 14 to 48, Appendix F for Mayo's odd numbered questions)
and EVNQUEST (see items 14 to 48, Appendix G for Mayo's even
numbered questions).

Each group of 35 items was supple-

mented with a series of 18 new items collectively designated
as NEWQUEST (see items 49 to 66, Appendices F and G) generated as detailed below.
Mayo's original Checklist directed questions to the
topics of (a) Standardized Tests, (b) Construction and
Evaluation of Classroom Tests, (c) Uses of Measurement and
Evaluation, and (d) Statistical Concepts (see Appendix H).
Intentionally omitted from his study were the following ten
measurement competency topics:

Test Security, Ratings,

Sociograms, Anecdotal Records, Observations, Cumulative
Records, Counseling and Guidance, Identification and Study
of Exceptional Children, Curriculum Study and Revision, and
Improvement of Staff (Mayo, 1967, pp. 6-8).

The revised 18

items developed for this study briefly speak to all 14 of
the above mentioned measurement topics and three additional
ones (Criterion Referenced Tests, Affective Objectives, and
Historical Precedents of Present Testing Practice) identified by Holtz (1974).

A final item, "Knowledge of the Pro-

visions of the Handicapped Childrens Act" was included for
its topicality.

This 18 item segment of the questionnaire

r
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is designated NEWQUEST (see questions 49 to 66, NEWQUEST, in
Appendix F, which contains Mayo's odd numbered Checklist
Questions, ODDQUEST, as items 14 to 48; for NEWQUEST see
also questions 49 to 66 in Appendix G, which contains Mayo's
even numbered Checklist questions, EVNQUEST, as items
14 to 48).
The natural number sequence was followed in coding
schools sampled; schools designated by odd numbers were sent
two questionnaires including the odd questions from Mayo's
Checklist (ODDQUEST); schools coded with even numbers were
sent questionnaires including the even questions from Mayo's
Checklist (EVNQUEST).

All participants received the 18 item

questionnaire section designated NEWQUEST.
Cover letters were drafted to conform to the
suggestions of Flanagan for meeting the practical problems
of collecting data.
1.

The following admonitions were observed:

A ratifying sponsorship for the study was

secured; the survey was mailed under the letterhead of the
Northern Illinois Association for Educational Research,
Evaluation, and Development (NIAERED), a not-for-profit
Illinois corporation for which the investigator had been
serving as Executive Secretary (see Appendix B).
2.

A brief explanation of the studies purpose was

made to the target group.
3.

The group surveyed received a clarifying expla-

nation of the reason for its selection.
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4.

The study format and design guarantee anonymity

and lack of threat to the participants both personally and
as aggregates or groups (see Appendix B).
5.

The sampling population and sample frequency

chosen were such that the likely net useable ·response from
the group would be well in excess of the number of critical
incidents needed, according to Flanagan, to define jobs of
a supervisory nature.
A questionnaire deemed useful in defining the
measurement competencies appropriate to various educational
situations and offering comparability across time and place
was developed.

The Checklist for Participants, derived from

Mayo's Measurement Competency Checklist and containing 35 of
Mayo's odd or even numbered Checklist questions, had been
shaped through the experience of several trials with a view
to offering the highest likely return frequency and the
greatest net amount of information per individual addressed.
Thus, where 20 biographic data items had been used by Mayo
to define each participant, these were reduced by Grosswald
to 18 items to conform to the population he surveyed.

The

results of several pilot studies for this investigation
showed it

~pedient

persona~;ata

to consolidate and regroup into 13

items (see Appendix E) in recognition of the

characteristics of this new population.
Scoring
Though largely consistent with the prior usage of
Mayo and Grosswald, scoring was modified to take account of
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idiosyncracies of the present group.
list response options of:

Mayo had defined Check-

"Is Essential," "Is Desirable,"

"Is of Little Importance," and "Do Not Understand Statement";
these responses were converted to scores of three, two, and
one points respectively; the "Do Not Understand Statement"
response was taken as equal to "blank" or "omitted response"
and did not affect composite scores.
ed these conventions in his study.

Grosswald, too, followThis investigator,

however, found the following problem:

during the field

trial and follow up interviews of the initial editions of
the Checklist for Participants, it became apparent that very
often terms, particularly statistical jargon, successfully
presented by Mayo and Grosswald, were unfamiliar to the
present educator sample addressed.

In many cases it

appeared that, rather than a candid "Do Not Understand
Statement" response, the person interviewed had resorted
to bluffing and random response choice.

To reduce the

unreliability inherent in this situation, the response
alternatives were modified in the following way:
from "Is Essential" to "Is Essential Now";
from "Is Desirable" to "Is Desirable Now";
from "Is of Little Importance" to "Is of Little
Importance Now."
A response option not previously offered was incorporated:
"May Be Useful in the Future";
"Do Not Understand Statement" was retained as before.
Pilot studies after this modification showed a greater
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response rate and fewer protests than previous pilot
studies had drawn.
Score values assigned the new response protocol were
selected with a view to parallelism and comparability with
the studies of Mayo and Grosswald:

thus, "Is Essential Now"

was assigned a value of three, "Is Desirable Now" was
assigned a value of two, and "Is of Little Importance Now"
was assigned a value of one.

A "Do Not Understand Statement"

response was treated as a "blank" or "omitted response."
What valuation should be assigned the "May Be Useful
in the Future" response?

Several reasons favor scoring this

response option as a one point score over the alternative of
scoring this option as a "blank" or "omitted response."

The

logic supporting the one point valuation alternative would
hold that since "May Be Useful in the Future" seems to be a
verbally logical proxy for "Is of Little Importance Now,"
it should be so scored, i.e., as a one point response.

In

addition, by scoring "May Be Useful in the Future" as a one
point response, one would incorporate this response into
a calculation of the mean; this would not be the case if
"May Be Useful in the Future" were treated as a non-response.
Furthermore, if, indeed, the basis for the "May Be Useful in
the Future" response is respondent ignorance of a questions
import, this of itself is demonstration that the measurement
concept referred to in the item is in fact not used by this
educator; since our purpose is to define the degree of use
of educator measurement competencies, an educator who cannot
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define a particular competency probably does not consider it
essential or

desirable~

anyway, even if he acknowledges

it "May Be Useful in the Future."
After all the arguments mentioned above had been
considered it was decided to code a "May Be Useful in the
Future" response as a one point response, equal to "Is of
Little Importance Now."
There must be, however, a difference in average
values for each item reported using these alternate techniques.

Scaling "May Be Useful in the Future" equal to the

minimum one point response as contrasted with omitting this
class of responses obviously yields systematically lower
means.
Statistical Analysis
Response groupings were developed and tested.

Re-

sponses to Mayo's ODDQUEST were used to create a scale evaluating measurement competency affinity.

By accumulating

scores according to the first revised convention detailed
above (where a "May Be Useful in the Future" response is
treated as a one score as is a response of "Is of Little
Importance Now") and dividing the accumulated number of
points for each person by the number of items to which a
scoreable response was made, an index is derived which
ranges between one and three; this index was named ODDMEAN.
A like index of respondent average measurement competency
affinity was similarly created for EVNQUEST (EVNMEAN) and
NEWQUEST (NEWMEAN).
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The above accumulation of discrete item responses
into an index provide the values necessary for certain
mathematical analyses of the data obtained.
Survey Data
The data which should result from this task analysis
fall into the following groups:
1.

Demographic variables defining the sampled

schools as reported for all Illinois schools in the
Directory of Illinois Schools, 1976-1977;
2.

Biodata defining the persons sampled derived

from responses to questions one through 13 of the Checklist
for Participants;
3.

ODDQUEST responses from those random partici-

pants who received and returned the 35 odd numbered questions taken from Mayo's Checklist of Measurement Competencies;
4.

EVNQUEST responses from participants reply to

Mayo's even numbered questions;
5.

NEWQUEST responses to the 18 questions developed

for this survey.
Demographic Variables Defined
A count along the demographic dimensions listed in
the Directory of Illinois Schools, 1976-1977 is reported for
the sample selected by school and by persons potentially
responding; these demographics are descriptive statistics
defining the actual state of the domain selected and the
randomization of sampling selection.
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Chi square goodness-of-fit tests were performed to
evaluate the representativeness of respondent proportions
compared to the mailed sample.

Respondent proportions were

also tested for representativeness by gender of respondent.
These results are displayed as subsets of Appendix D and
will be discussed in "Survey Response and Results."
Biodata Variables Defined
Counts of responses to biodata questions were broken
out and reported by total ODDQUEST and EVNQUEST respondents.
Limits to the generalizability made from the respondent data
base were noted, due to the small number of responses
received in certain

c~tegories.

These are reported as

subsets of Appendix C and will be discussed in "Survey
Response and Results."
ODDQUEST, EVNQUEST, NEWQUEST Responses
Respondent answers to ODDQUEST, EVNQUEST, and
NEWQUEST are reported in Tables grouped by survey replies
and broken out in the following reports and contrasts in
the next section:
Table 1.

Checklist (ODDQUEST or EVNQUEST) State-

ments; NEWQUEST Statements;
Table 2.
Statements:

Complete Response Choices to Checklist

Calculated Mean and Rank Where "May Be Useful

in the Future" Equals One Point; Calculated Mean and Rank
Where "May Be Useful in the Future" Equals Omitted Response;
Table 3.

Total Respondent Sample Frequency Distri-

bution of Ratings by Content Categories;
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Table

4.

Respondents with Primary Teaching

5.

Respondents with High School-Upper

Experience;
Table

School Teaching Experience;
Table

6.

Pearson Correlations of Checklist and

NEWQUEST Item Ranks Between Certain Groups;
Table

7.

Respondents of Vocation:

Principal;

Table

8.

Respondents of Vocation:

Counselor;

Table

9.

Respondents of Less Than Six Years

Educator Experience;
Table 10.

Respondents of Greater Than 25 Years

Educator Experience;
Table 11.

NEWQUEST Item Ranks by Breakout Categories;

Table 12.

NEWQUEST Statistics:

Item Ranks By

Breakout Categories;
Table 13.

Pearson Correlation of NEWQUEST Item

Mean Ranks by Breakout Categories.
Reliability Follow Up-Survey
After the sample was closed to further questionnaire
response, another survey packet was mailed to responding
schools which had been assigned log numbers divisable by
five.

The cover letter for this mailing is displayed in

Appendix I.

This 20% sample of the original respondents

drew a useable return of 70% of the follow-up mailing.
Results of this follow-up will be reported in the chapter
titled "Survey Response and Results."

CHAPTER IV
SURVEY RESPONSE AND RESULTS
The following results are presented in this chapter:
1.

Definition of the randomly selected sample along

demographic dimensions listed in the Directory of Illinois
Schools, 1976-1977 by number of schools selected and number
of questionnaires mailed;
2.

Number of responses to the survey by those same

demographic characteristics;
3.

Contrasts of numbers and proportions between

the demographics of the group addressed and actual survey
respondents;
4.

Breakout of numbers and proportions by respon-

dent gender within demographics of the group addressed;
5.

Differentiation of respondents by count of

certain biodata categories;
6.

Collating of ODDQUEST and EVNQUEST items to

reconstruct Checklist;
7.

Report of total response to Checklist and

NEWQUEST;
8.

Checklist and NEWQUEST mean item values by both

scoring protocols;
9.

Ranking of item means within each protocol;
-63-
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10.

Pearson correlations of item means across

protocols;
11.

Pearson correlations of item ranks across

protocols;
12.

Adapting Mayo's scale for evaluating Checklist

categories of survey response;
13.

Creation of three intuitive within survey pairs;

14.

Comparing item means and ranks of within survey

Checklist and NEWQUEST pairs by correlation;
15.

Correlation of this surveys Checklist item

ranks with Checklist ranks of Mayo and Grosswald;
16.

Reliability check by a follow-up retest;

17.

Derivation of certain correlational aspects of

the data through complex mathematical treatments.
Survey Sample Selected.and Responding
See Appendix D for survey sample selected and mailed,
and returns received by gender for the following categories:
Table

1.

The First Three Zipcode Digits;

Table

2.

County of Location;

Table

3.

Beginning Grade of the Educational
Sequence;

Table

4.

Ending Grade of the Educational Sequence;

Table

5.

Nursery Presence;

Table

6.

Kindergarten Presence;

Table

7.

Ungraded Classroom Presence;

Table

8.

EMH Facility Presence;

Table

9.

TMH Facility Presence;
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Table 10.

OTH Facility Presence;

Table 11.

1975-76 Faculty Size Grouped by Fifties;

Table 12.

1975-76 Student Population Grouped by
Five Hundreds.

Data in Tables 1, 11, and 12 were grouped both for
ease of presentation and also to guarantee the anonymity
promised the respondent.

Statistics incorporating estimates

from these points were computed from the exact data, not the
coded or grouped data displayed.
First Three Zipcode Digits (Appendix D, Table 1)
The one-half of one percent FTE educator sample for
the three Illinois Counties of Cook, Du Page, and Lake
identified 292 schools which were mailed survey packets.
Schools with a zipcode number 600xx were selected 60 times,
or with a frequency of .2055 of the 292 school sample.

Of

the 120 surveys mailed in the 60 packets sent to this group,
95, a proportion of .7917, were returned from an identifiable school of zipcode 600xx.

This represents a proportion

of .2417 of the 393 identified responses, or a proportion of
.2300 of the total 413 responses, which number includes a
group of 20 questionnaires not attributable to a sending
school.
Of the 95 respondents from identified schools in
zipcode area 600xx, 63, or 66.32% identified themselves as
male; the balance of the respondents identified themselves
as female.

The 63 responding males acknowledging zipcode

600xx represent 27.39% of the 230 total respondents
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identifying themselves as males.

Of the 393 respondents

from identifiable schools, 220 or 55.98% were males; of the
20 respondents from schools which were not identified, ten
specified their gender as male and ten as female.
The balance of the report pertaining to zipcode
areas 601xx to 606xx in Table 1 of Appendix D may be understood by analogy to the explanation of zipcode 600xx above.
County Location (Appendix D, Table 2)
Of the 292 randomly selected educators representing
one-half of one percent of the FTE public school educators
across the three Northern Illinois Counties studied, 226
chanced to fall in Cook County.
the total selected.

This represents 77.4% of

Of the 452 survey packets mailed the

selected schools, 292, or 74.3% of the Cook County mailing
responded; when the 20 responses from schools without
attribution are included in the total sample, surveys from
schools identified as belonging to Cook County are a .707
proportion of the 413 survey responses.
Of the 292 responses from Cook County, 155, or
53.08% were from males; this represents a .6739 proportion
of the 230 male responses from the entire survey area.

The

137 females responding from Cook County are 46.92% of the
county respondents.

They represent a .7486 proportion of

the entire 183 female group responding.
The balance of Table 2 in Appendix D pertaining to
Du Page and Lake Counties may be understood by analogy to
the explanation of Cook County schools responding above.
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Beginning Grade of the Educational Sequence (Appendix D,
Table 3)
A random sample of the schools of 292 FTE teachers
in three Northeastern Illinois Counties fell upon 26 schools
whose beginning grade of the educational sequence was a
nursery (as shown by data in the Directory of Illinois
Schools, 1976-1977).

Of the 52 questionnaires mailed these

schools, 34 responses could be attributed to them, a
response rate of 65.38%.

These 34 responses represent a

.0865 proportion of the 393 identified survey responses, or
a .0823 proportion of the gross 413 survey response.
Half of the 34 respondents from schools with a
beginning educational sequence of nursery were men and half
were women.

The 17 men represented 7.39% of all males

replying; the 17 responding women represented 9.29% of all
replying females.
The balance of the report pertaining to beginning
grades of an educational sequence from kindergarten to
grade 11 in Table 3 of Appendix D may be understood by
analogy to the explanation of the beginning grade nursery
above.
Ending Grade of the Educational Sequence (Appendix D,
Table 4)
Random sampling of one-half of one percent of the
FTE teachers in the three county sample area turned up 18
of the 292 working in a school whose ending grade of an educational sequence was a kindergarten.

Of the questionnaires
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mailed these 18 schools, 21, or a .5833 proportion of the 36
mailed, were identifiably returned.

These 21 represent a

.0508 proportion of the entire response.
Eight of the 21 responding, or 38.1%, were male;
this represents 3.64% of the total male response of 230.
Women were 13 of the 21 replyers, or nearly 62%; they
represented a .071 proportion of the 183 female respondents.
The balance of the report pertaining to ending grade
of an educational sequence from grades 2 to grades 12 in
Table 4 of Appendix D may be understood by analogy to the
explanation of the ending grade kindergarten above.
Nursery Presence (Appendix D, Table 5)
The FTE teacher list randomly sampled to secure a
one-half of one percent segment of the three county teacher
population turned up 29 teachers at a school with a nursery
listed in the state guide.
292 schools.

This is a .0993 proportion of

A total of 38 identified reply questionnaires

were received of the 58 mailed to this segment, a replying
percentage of 65.52.

The 38 replies were 9.67% of the

identified response and 9.2% of the total response.
Since 20 of the 38 replies were from men, males
represented 52.63% of this group and 8.7% of all males
replying.

The 18 women replying represented slightly less

than 10% of the female respondents.
The balance of the report, pertaining to nursery
non-presence, can be understood by analogy to the explanation of the nursery presence affirmative above.

I
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Kindergarten Presence (Appendix D, Table 6)
Of the 292 schools sampled, 144 were reported to
have a kindergarten, or a .4932 proportion of the total.
The 288 questionnaires mailed these schools were identifiably replied to by 190 persons, or 65.97% of that group.
These 190 replies represent 48.35% of the identified
response, or 46% of the total response.

A proportion of

.4526 of the persons replying from identified schools with
kindergartens were male; these men represented .3739 of the
230 reply male response.

The 104 replying females repre-

sent 54.74% of the replys from identified schools listed
as having kindergartens and a .5683 proportion of the total
female response group.
The balance of Table 6, pertaining to kindergarten
non-presence indicated at schools by state listing, can be
understood by analogy to the explanation of the kindergarten
presence above.
Ungraded Classroom Presence (Appendix D, Table 7)
Of the 292 schools selected, representing a one-half
of one percent sample of teachers, ungraded classrooms were
reported for 82, or 28.08%.

Identifiable responses were

received from the 100 (60.98%) of the 164 questionnaires
mailed this group (or .2421 of the 413 reply total) of which
42 came from men and 58 from women.

The 42% male reply from

schools with kindergartens represented a proportion of .1826
of the total reply from men; the 58 women represented 31.69%
of the 183 replying women.
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The balance of Table 7, Appendix D, can be interpreted by analogy to the clarification above.
EMH Classroom Presence (Appendix D, Table 8)
Of the 292 teachers randomly sampled, 167, or 57.19%
taught at schools reporting EMH Classroom presence in the
Directory.

The 334 questionnaires mailed these schools

secured an identified 217 person return, or 64.97% of the
potential group.

These identified returns were a .5522

proportion of all the identified responses and a .5254
proportion of the total response, identified or not.

Males

replied in 118 of the 217 cases, or 54.38% of the column
response and .5130 of the total male response; the 99
replying females made up the balance, or 45.62%, of the

217 replies.

The 99 women from schools with EMH Classrooms

represent 54.1% of the replying females.
The balance of the report pertaining to EMH classroom non-presence by schools sampled may be interpreted
analogously to the explanation above.
TMH Classroom Presence (Appendix D, Table 9)
Only 18 of the 292 schools sampled by a random
one-half of one percent FTE teacher selection listed a
classroom presence.

T~rn

The 27 replies to the 36 questionnaires

mailed out were a 75% response, a .0687 proportion of the
identified response, or a .0638 proportion of the 413
questionnaire total response.

Of the 27, 14 were self-

identified as males, 13 as females (or 48.15% of the 27).
The 14 men were 6.09% of the 230 men replying.
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The balance of the surveys sent to the 274 non-TMH
classroom presence schools and the 366 questionnaires
received from them may be interpreted by analogy to the
explanation above.
OTH Classroom Presence (Appendix D, Table 10)
Social adjustment classrooms were defined in 113, or
38.7%, of the 292 school sample.

Of the 584 questionnaires

mailed these schools, 147 questionnaires, or 65.04% of the
OTH classroom school potential response came from identified
schools with social adjustment classrooms.

Males responding

were a .6463 proportion of the group, while there were 52
responding women.

The 95 men represented 41.3% of all men

replying.
The balance of Table 10 may be interpreted by
analogy with the column one example above.
Faculty Size Grouped By Fifties (Appendix D, Table 11)
The Directory reported 179 schools with faculties
ranging from one to 50 FTE's; of the 358 survey forms mailed
these schools, 246, or 68.72% were returned.

The 124 men

in this group represent 50.41%, and 122 women, 49.59% of
the 246.
Men from schools this size represent a .5381
proportion of all replying men; the 122 women are exactly
two thirds of the 183 female respondents.
Other categories in Table 11 may be interpreted by
analogy to the above interpretation dealing with the one
to 50 teacher group.
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Student Body Size Grouped By Five Hundreds (Appendix D,
Table 12)
Schools of a student body size ranging between one
and 500 represent 25.34% of the sample randomly selected.
The 148 questionnaires allocated this group were identifiably responded to by 70.27% of the potential response, 104
questionnaires.
response.

This was a 25.18% segment of the total

The 50 males and 54 females of this group repre-

sented a .4808 and .5192 proportion respectively, or 21.74%
of the overall male response, and 29.51% of the female.
The balance of Table 12 may be understood by analogy
with the interpretation above.
Certain Non-Response Dimensions
As noted, this sample was chosen by addressing the
principal of a one-half of one percent sample of public
school FTE teachers in the Illinois counties of Cook,
Du Page, and Lake.

The principal was requested to convert

this from a random sample of the educator population to a
task analysis criterion sample by designating only competent
teachers and qualified staff members or administrators to
respond to the questionnaire.

Validity of the response is

obviously a function of the conscientiousness with which
this selection was approached.

Is there evidence or are

there indications by which we may assess this element of
criterion group validity?

Obviously a test-retest reli-

ability follow-up would address that portion of the question
involving uniformity, constancy and certainty of opinionnaire

1.1
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option chosen by the responding persons.

On the other hand,

are there anecdotal events which may bear upon this
question?

Indeed, there are.

In non-response follow-up

telephone calls made to the principal of a non-replying
school there seemed, in many conversational exchanges, to
be an ineffable response implying that the reason for survey
non-participation was that there were no staff members
meeting the competency criterion.

In several cases this

was almost explicitly stated with a phrase to the effect
that, "Well, I don't have any of my staff meeting your
guidelines, but I'll be pleased to fill one copy out myself
if an unpaired response would do you any good."

I accepted

these offers and, in fact, a significant number of our
replies are from principals or staff members of schools
without teacher response.
This is not to say that all non-respondent schools
(or even schools with a respondent principal and no staff
alternate) lacked educators who could be designated competent by the principal; another major reason given by principals for non-response was the "press of educator work and
excess of duty.' 1

We shall return to this subject in the
I

discussion of the follow-up validity study.

'•'

I.
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Number of Responses
Of the 584 questionnaires mailed, 413 (70.7%) were
completed and returned; 20 of this group, however, could
not be attributed to a sending school.

This was apparently

occasioned in some cases by the return address mailing label

i!
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having been torn from the envelope in transit.

In other

cases it appears that the anonymous respondent wished to
participate in the survey but only without attribution; this
was indicated by the deletion from the response envelope of
the pre-typed return address.

Thus, the originating school

and its demographics could not be defined.

This subset of

anonymous data was tested by discriminant analysis against
the defined respondents along other dimensions; no programs
able to classify at better than chance level within any one
set of dimensions were found.

Therefore, the anonymous

respondents were included without bias in the analysis of
all data except the demographic, in which case there are no
data.
In order to test whether participation in the survey
was proportional by demographic characteristics, response
frequencies were tested for each demographic category by chi
square technique; no deviations from expectation were found
at the .05 alpha level (see Appendix D, Tables 1 through 12).
Contrasts by Respondent Gender
Biodata questions on the survey form asked for
precise answers from respondents and offered blank lines

, I

I,
I

below each series of check options for this report.

A great

many of the replies used unique terms; these terms were
entered into the one or several categories reflecting the
apparent intent of the respondent.
Chi square tests of the hypothesis of equal gender
frequency of respondents were performed; the null hypothesis
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was rejected at about the .02 alpha level for both the
defined (i.e., 220 males and 173 females) and the total (230
males, 183 females) groups (the total group includes the 20
responses which were anonymous in that they contained no
demographic data).
The hypothesis of gender distribution within category being equal to total gender distribution was rejected
by chi square test for the following groups:
1.

The table titled Beginning Grade of an Education

Sequence shows proportionately more female respondents in
the lower grades and more males in the upper grades at the
one tailed .025 alpha level (see Appendix D, Table 3);
2.

The table titled Ending Grade of an Educational

Sequence associates more female responses with the lower
grades and more male responses with the upper grades at an
expectation less than .005; adjustments made by collapsing
cells with expectancies less than five did not significantly
change the nature of these expectations (see Appendix D,
Table 4);
3.

OTH Classrooms are associated with a prepon-

derance of male respondents at the .01 one tailed alpha
level (see Appendix D, Table 10);
4.

The table Ungraded Classrooms Present is related

to female response beyond the .002 one tailed alpha level
(see Appendix D, Table 7);
5.

Response from schools showing Kindergarten

facilities in the Directory is disproportionately female
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beyond the .0001 one tailed level (see Appendix D, Table 6).
In the remaining demographic categories, gender distribution
tested by chi square technique is not significantly different at the .05 level from the gender distributions of the
entire response set.
Statistical inferences from these differential rates
of response by gender for certain categories can be taken to
mean gender frequencies inherent in the categories of the
universe addressed or as implying some judgment by the
principal about differential competency associated with
gender in certain educational settings.

Since this situa-

tion was not forseen when the research design was developed,
data by which to evaluate this situation was not built into
this study; the fact of differential gender frequency by
certain categories is reported as windfall data with a view
toward stimulating future studies.
Number of Responses Broken Out by Biodata
Certain biographical data reported by respondents
are displayed in Appendix C:
Table

1.

Job(s) of Respondent;

Table

2.

School Level of Present Employment;

Table

3.

Teaching Background;

Table

4.

Educator Service in Five Year Groups;

Table

5.

Main Teaching Experience by Grades;

Table

6.

Major Teaching Field;

Table

7.

Highest College Degree and Education
Completed;
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Table

8.

Undergraduate College Major;

Table

9.

Graduate Major;

Table 10.

Statistics Coursework Taken as Graduate
or Undergraduate Student;

Table 11.

Tests and Measurement Coursework Taken as
Graduate or Undergraduate Student.

The information reported in these biodata tables is
not exhaustive,. but illustrates explicit categories reported
of a size sufficient to give stable statistics.
It is possible to recode many of the unique terms
used in the biodata reports to augment existing

categ~ries

or create new ones; it should be noted, however, that
categories created or enlarged by renaming techniques suffer
because of mixed groupings and other confoundings.

While

there are some overlapping categories within sets reported
in the Tables of Appendix C, this occurence has been reduced
as much as practicable.
Division of responses into ODDQUEST and EVNQUEST
categories, when all expectancies less than five are grouped,
shows no chi square alpha expectancies less than .05; it
seems that the sample of ODDQUEST and EVNQUEST responses is
statistically representative.
Since the biodata groupings reported in Appendix C
have been edited with a view toward making them non-redundant, the interpretations one can attach to the edited
sample remaining are naturally limited to similar cases.
Moreover, as was stated when certain gender disproportions

78

were noted among replies, the research design for this study
did not seek information concerning the universe gender
distribution by educator categories, and thus there are no
data by which to test perceptions of competence by gender.
It might be rewarding for a future study to compare
the proportions of unselected educator categories by gender
with the proportions selected by administrators for their
competence.
Comprehensive Survey Response
The 413 total replies to the questionnaire were
comprised of 205 ODDQUEST and 208 EVNQUEST respondents; as
detailed above, the odd questions of Mayo's Checklist were
included in ODDQUEST surveys, and the even questions comprise the EVNQUEST.

An 18 question addend, NEWQUEST,

created to address in overarching terms educator measurement
competency issues, was appended to all questionnaires.
Display of Items and Responses
Table 1 lists a merge of ODDQUEST and EVNQUEST,
Mayo's Checklist questions as originally created (with one
minor term update); the 18 NEWQUEST items follow the
Checklist items.

A summary of the total sample response to

each statement is displayed in Table 2 with a mean value for
each item reply calculated by the two scoring conventions
previously discussed.

In order to test comparability

between the two scoring conventions, several correlational
statistics were calculated, a Pearson coefficient calculated
by item means, and one calculated by ranks of item means.
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Table 1
Checklist (ODDQUEST-EVNQUEST) Statements·
'
NEWQUEST Statements
1.

Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of standardized tests.

2.

Ability to compare standardized with teacher-made tests
and choose appropriately in a local situation.

3.

Ability to interpret achievement test scores.

4.

Understanding of the importance of adhering strictly to
the directions and stated time limits of standardized
tests.

5.

Knowledge of sources of information about standardized
tests.

6.

Knowledge of general information about group intelligence
tests.

7.

Knowledge of general information about individual intelligence and aptitude tests.

8.

Familiarity with need for and application of personality
and interest inventories.

9.

Familiarity with need for and application of projective
techniques.

10.

Knowledge of general uses of tests, such as motivating,
emphasizing important teaching objectives in the minds
of pupils, providing practice in skill, and guiding
learning.

11.

Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of teachermade tests.

12.

Knowledge of the fact that test items should be constructed in terms of both content and behavior.

13.

Ability to state measurable educational objectives.

14.

Knowledge of the general principles of test construction
(e.g., planning the test, preparing the test and evaluating the test).
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15.

Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of various types
of objective test items.

16.

Knowledge of the techniques of administering a test.

17.

Ability to construct different types of test items.

18.

Understanding and application of correction-for-guessing
formula to an objective test.

19.

Knowledge of the principles involved in scoring subjective and objective tests.

20.

Knowledge of effective procedures in reporting to parents.

21.

Knowledge of effective marking procedures.

22.

Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of essay
questions.

23.

Familiarity with the blueprint scheme for dealing with
the content and behavior dimensions in test planning.

24.

Ability to interpret diagnostic test results so as to
evaluate pupil progress.

25.

Ability to interpret the ratio formula relating CA, MA
and IQ.

26.

Familiarity with expected academic behavior of students
classified in certain IQ ranges.

27.

Ability to interpret a profile of sub-test results of
standardized tests.

28.

Knowledge of limitations of tests that require reading
comprehension.

29.

Understanding of the limitations of the "percentage"
system of marking.

30.

Understanding of the limitations of applying national
norms to a local situation.

31.

Ability to compare two classes on the basis of the means
and standard deviations of a test.

32.

Knowledge of concepts of validity, reliability and item
analysis.
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33.

Ability to do a simple item analysis for a teachermade test.

34.

Knowledge of the limitations of ability grouping based
on only one measure of ability.

35.

Knowledge of limitations in interpreting IQ scores.

36.

Familiarity with the nature and uses of a frequency
distribution.

37.

Familiarity with techniques of ranking a set of scores.

38.

Ability to set up class intervals for a frequency distribution.

39.

Understanding of the basic concept of the standard error
of measurement.

40.

Understanding of the nature and uses of the histogram
and frequency polygon.

41.

Understanding of the nature and uses of the mode,
median and mean.

42.

Ability to compute the mode, median and mean for simple
sets of data.

43.

Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of the mode,
median and mean.

44.

Understanding of the meaning of the term "variability"
and its connection with such terms as "scatter," "dispersion," "deviation," "homogeneity" and "heterogeneity."

45.

Understanding of the nature and uses of the semi-interquartile range.

46.

Understanding of the nature and uses of the standard
deviation.

47.

Ability to compute the semi-interquartile range for
simple sets of data.

48.

Knowledge of the approximate percentile ranks associated
with standard scores along the horizontal baseline of
the normal curve.

49.

Knowledge of the percentage of the total number of cases
included between + or - 1, 2 or 3 standard deviations
from the mean in a normal distribution.
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50.

Knowledge of the fact that the normal curve is an ideal
distribution, an abstract model approached but never
achieved fully in practice.

51.

Knowledge of the limitations of using the normal curve
in practice as the fact that in large heterogeneous groups
it "fits" most test data rather well and that it aids
in the interpretation of test scores, but does not
necessarily apply to small selected groups.

52.

Ability to convert a given raw score into a z score from
a mean and standard deviation of a set of scores.

53.

Knowledge of the means and standard deviations of
common standard score scales such as the z, T, stanine,
deviation IQ and CEEB scales.

54.

Knowledge of the common applications of standard scores.

55.

Knowledge of how to convert from one type of standard
score to another.

56.

Knowledge of the fact that the mode, mean and median
coincide for a symmetrical distribution.

57.

Knowledge of the meaning of the terms used to designate
certain common non-normal distributions such as
"positively skewed," "negatively skewed," and "bimodal"
distributions.

58.

Knowledge of the fact that any normal distribution can
be completely described in terms of its mean and standard deviation.

59.

Ability to define the concept of correlation, including
such terms as "positive correlation," "negative correlation," "no relationship" and "perfect relationship."

60.

Knowledge of the significance of the numerical magnitude
and the sign of the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation
Coefficient.

61.

Knowledge of the fact that correlation coefficients do
not imply causality between two measures.

62.

Knowledge of the fact that correlation coefficients
alone do not indicate any kind of percentage.

63.

Understanding of the meaning of a given correlation
coefficient in terms of whether it is "high," "low"
or "moderate."

~
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64.

Familiarity with the scatter diagram and the ability to
make simple interpretations from it.

65.

Knowledge of what size of correlation to expect between
two given variables in terms of logical reasoning, e.g.,
in terms of a common factor.

66.

Understanding of the fact that a raw score has no meaning alone and needs some context in which it can be
interpreted.

67.

Familiarity with the nature and uses of the common derived scores, viz., age scales, grade scales, percentile
scales and standard score scales.

68.

Understanding of certain concepts associated with scale
theory, such as types of scales (nominal, ordinal, in-terval and absolute); translation of scores to a common
scale; units of equal size; and common reference points
(zero or the mean).

69.

Ability to interpret raw scores from a given set of
norms.

70.

Understanding of the fact that interpretations of achievement from norms is affected by ability level, cultural
background and curricular factors.

NEWQUEST
1.

Knowledge of affective tests.

2.

Ability to interpret anecodotal records.

3.

Knowledge of the construction of classroom tests.

4.

Understanding of counseling and guidance reports.

5.

Understanding of criterion-referenced tests.

6.

Familiarity with cumulative records.

7.

Familiarity with the construction of a curriculum
study.

8.

Knowledge of historical basis of tests.

9.

Knowledge of evaluation of exceptional children.
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10.

Understanding of measures of staff improvement.

11.

Familiarity with techniques of subject observation.

12.

Understanding of ratings and scales.

13.

Ability to construct sociograms.

14.

Familiarity with interpretation of standardized tests.

15.

Understanding of statistical concepts.

16.

Familiarity with the elements of test security.

17.

Knowledge of the uses of measurement and evaluation.

18.

Knowledge of the provisions of the Handicapped Childrens
Act.
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Table 2
Complete Response Choices to Checklist Statements:
Calculated Mean and Rank Where
"May Be Useful in the Future" Equals One Point;
Calculated Mean and Rank Where
"May Be Useful in the Future" Equals Omitted Response;
Pearson Correlations Between Means and Ranks
Legend for Column Headings

3
2
1
1

- Is Essential Now
- Is Desirable Now
- Is Of Little Importance Now
- May Be Useful in the Future

Checklist
Statement

0 - Do Not Understand
Statement
B - Left Blank
M - Mean Response
R - Response Rank

Responses
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2.426
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2.094

34
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2.595

3
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2.564

5

31
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18
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17

0
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21
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18

2

4

1.921

44

2.011

39

15

28

1

1.818

48
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48

12

2

5

1

2.545

7

2.560

6

86

22

6

0

1

2.304

19

2.343

20
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3

9

2
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14

3

2

1

1

0
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3

0

0

2.405
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63
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3

1
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3.
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11

5

0

0
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4.
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0

3
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5.
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3

2

2.050

6.

96

78

24

8

0

2

7.
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5

0
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103

76
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0

3

2.376

14
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16.

145

52

7

2

0

2

2.660

2

2.676

2

17.

82

71

46

2

0

4

2.169

25

2.181

27

18.

48

74

59

17

3

7

1.859

47

1.939

47

19.

72

83

36

11

1

2

2.124

27

2.188

26

20.

152

45

4

3

1

3

2.711

1

2.736

1

21.

85

85

25

4

2

4

2.281

22

2.308

22

22.

54

86

53

11

0

4

1.951

39

2.005

40

23.

21

46

36

21

76

5

1.710

54

1.854

49

24.

136

50

18

0

3

1

2.578

3

2.578

4

25.

57

72

57

13

5

1

1.935

41

2.000

43

26.

97

70

29

4

2

6

2.320

17

2.347

19

27.

77

91

29

5

2

1

2.213

24

2.244

24

28.

122

70

10

0

2

4

2.554

6

2.554

7

55 102

30

10

6

2

2.076

29

2.134

29

29.
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30.

108

75

13

8

0

4

2.426

10

2.485

9

31.

42

72

72

18

0

1

1.765

50

1.839

53

32.

99

74

22

10

1

2

2.327

16

2.395

15

33.

57

93

43

10

0

2

2.020

35

2.073

36

34.

110

72

16

5

2

3

2.438

9

2.475

10

35.

89

82

23

8

0

3

2.287

20

2.340

21

36.

48

85

54

16

3

2

1.892

45

1.968

46

37.

47

89

49

13

4

3

1.924

43

1.989

44

38.

25

75

74

18

14

2

1.651

59

1.718

58

39.

36

80

64

17

6

2

1.772

49

1.844

51

40.

20

49

78

20

37

4

1.533

64

1.605

64

87
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41.

56

97

38

12

0

1

2.034

33

2.099

33

42.

67

85

39

10

4

3

2.090

28

2.147

28

43.

51 101

40

12

1

0

1.995

38

2.057

38

44.

46

85

50

19

8

0

1.885

46

1.978

45

45.

12

48

71

14

58

2

1.497

65

1. 550

68

46.

56

91

41

15

4

1

2.000

37

2.080

35

47.

10

40

76

19

59

1

1.414

69

1.476

69

48.

58

81

45

12

11

1

2.005

36

2.071

37

49.

22

68

83

16

13

3

1.593

62

1.647

62

50.

64

85

40

11

5

3

2.065

30

2.127

30

51.

59

67

58

13

8

0

1.939

40

2.005

41

52.

18

51

89

28

20

2

1.468

67

1. 551

67

53.

23

54

83

21

23

1

1.552

63

1.625

63

54.

69

93

28

13

1

4

2.138

26

2.216

25

55.

26

70

82

21

3

3

1.613

60

1.685

61

56.

30

69

74

21

12

2

1.665

57

1. 746

59

57.

29

74

69

16

16

1

1.702

55

1.767

56

58.

32

64

73

25

10

4

1. 660

58

1.757

57

59.

38

77

66

19

5

0

1. 765

51

1.845

50

60.

11

32

73

20

69

3

1.397

70

1.466

70

61.

39

56

64

17

28

1

1. 761

52

1.843

52

62.

17

52

82

23

27

7

1.494

66

1.570

66

63.

31

78

62

21

10

3

1. 729

53

1.819

54

64.

26

75

62

21

20

4

1.690

56

1. 779

55

65.

26

60

77

21

18

3

1.609

61

1. 687

60

88
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66.

101

72

25

8

1

1

2.330

15

2.384

16

67.

61

86

38

14

4

2

2.045

32

2.124

31

68.

23

34

79

38

31

3

1.460

68

1. 588

65

69.

47

95

46

15

1

1

1. 931

42

2.005

42

70.

106

67

17

9

4

5

2.402

12

2.468

11

1.

133 190

44

21

16

9

2.175

13

2.243

13

2.

216 139

33

14

6

5

2.420

8

2.472

6

3.

216 144

35

9

0

9

2.426

5

2.458

8

4.

249 137

18

5

0

4

2.553

2

2.572

2

5.

211 132

35

12

16

7

2.421

7

2.466

7

6.

296

97

12

1

1

6

2.697

1

2.701

1

7.

199 144

36

19

8

7

2.362

10

2.430

9

38 112 228

29

5

5

1.462

18

1.497

18
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8.

9.

212 154

25

16

0

7

2.424

6

2.478

5

10.

187 154

37

9

18

8

2.364

9

2.397

11

11.

169 161

41

19

20

3

2.279

12

2.345

12

12.

133 200

50

19

5

6

2.159

14

2.217

14

52 142 153

49

11

6

1.621

17

1.709

17

13.
14.

237 145

15

7

0

9

2.532

3

2.559

3

15.

128 198

55

26

1

5

2.115

15

2.192

15

16.

117 153

71

16

50

6

2.084

16

2.135

16

17.

222 164

13

9

1

4

2.490

4

2.525

4

18.

193 136

42

30

5

0

2.302

11

2.407

10
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Scoring Convention Relationships
A Pearson correlation coefficient was computed for
the two mean item values obtained by treating "May Be Useful
in the Future" alternately as a one point response and as an
omitted response; the Pearson correlation across the 70
Checklist item cases was r

=

.998.

Testing the internal equivalence of the alternate
scoring procedures by another tactic, Checklist mean values
were ranked from one to 70 within each response group; the
ranks were then compared across each item by using the rank
number as raw data input for a Pearson correlation coefficient.

(Note that the responses to Checklist items 3 and 4,

though different numbers of the scoreable options were
chosen for each, worked out to an eight place mathematical
tie when scored by the "May Be Useful in the Future" equals
one point protocol; these tied ranks for places 4 and 5 were
averaged for this test as two ranks of 4!.)

Computation of

the Pearson correlation for the 70 ranks of the mean values
obtained within each group scored by alternate protocols
gives the value r

=

.997.

From these numbers it would seem

that the alternate scoring protocols yield very highly
correlated Checklist results.
Mean Value Differences
There is another difference between scoring protocol
results which must be addressed:

the systematically lower

item means obtained by applying the convention "May Be Useful in the Future" equals one score point rather than an omit.
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In the Checklist data, there are only two items, numbers 24
and 28, which did not include any "May Be Useful in the
Future" response option choices.

Of mathematical necessity

the item means computed by the alternate protocols for these
were equal; in all other 68 items the means differ; those
of the omit protocol are systematically higher.
II,:

For the 70 item total, the means of the item means
for the entire sample scored by the alternate protocols were
2.0198 and 2.0795 respectively, and the variances of the
item means were .1210 and .1193.

These numbers would seem

to support the hypothesis of agreement between rankings
achieved by either scoring protocol.
What of the average .0597 point difference between
the item mean scores by protocol with reference to comparisons by items across groups?

This argument was addressed in

the section on "Method"; it would seem that a closer
approach to the cognitive reality of the opinionnaire
respondents can be made by a scoring procedure systematically including responses into the summary statistic rather
than a procedure which excludes part of the sample.
Turning to the relative rankings of the 18 NEWQUEST
item means when computed by alternate scoring protocols:
the average of the item means of the NEWQUEST items when
scored by the alternate protocols is 2.271 and 2.322 with
inter-item variance of .09677 and .09057 respectively.

This

seems to support the idea of basic agreement between scoring
procedures.

In addition, the Pearson r for correlated

;I!
!'
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NEWQUEST item means scored by the alternate protocol is
.997; the Pearson r calculated for rank correlations is .979.
Thus, there seems to be close agreement in the empirical
expression of the ranking techniques when tested across
this question set.
Measurement Competency Perception Scale
~

In 1967 Mayo suggested several techniques in his
study for comparing the importance of measurement competencies across respondent groups.

In an item-by-item contrast,

means can be directly compared, chi square techniques can
assess comparability of response numbers across populations,
or item groups which refer to certain content categories of
educator measurement competencies can be compared.
Notice that the items in Mayo's Checklist have been
grouped by content category.

For example, Checklist Items

1-10 all deal with Standardized Tests; Items 11-23 consider
Construction and Evaluation of Classroom Tests; Items 24-36
treat with Uses of Measurement and Evaluation; and Items
37-70 consider Statistical Concepts.

These groupings pro-

vide the foundation for certain measurement competency
contrasts and evaluations.
In Appendix H, a replica of Mayo's "Table 8.--Frequency Distribution of Ratings by Content Categories" illustrates a breakout of items grouped by the measurement
competency groupings listed above with crossbreaks by High,
Medium, and Low ratings; one may easily see the relationship
between these categories.

I
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By inspecting Appendix H, one can note the assignment of a High, Medium, and Low rating to item means computed
for a sample.

The 20 item means ranging from 2.65 to 2.89

are named High; the 33 item means ranging from 2.02 to 2.64
are named Medium, and in the 17 item means ranging from 1.42
to 1.98 in value are named Low.
Survey Response Scale
Results obtained by modifying this naming technique
to include most nearly the upper and lower 27% of the
response ranks in the High and Low categories were applied
to the data obtained with the entire population of this
survey, and are displayed in Table 3, Total Respondent
Sample--Frequency Distribution of Ratings by Content Categories.

Observe that of the ten items included in Category I,

Standardized Tests, five were ranked High, five were rated
Medium, none were ranked Low.
Of the 13 items in Category II, Construction and
Evaluation of Classroom Tests, six were rated High, six were
Medium, one was ranked Low.
Of the 13 items under Content Category III, Uses of
Measurement and Evaluation, six were ranked High, seven were
Medium, and none were Low.
Category IV, Statistical Concepts, totals 34 items
of which two were ranked High, 14 were Medium, and 18 were
Low.

The comparability of these general findings and ex-

plicit items within groups will be addressed after reports
on a group of categories have been detailed.

~~I
~I

I!

~

Table 3.--Total Respondent Sample
Frequency Distribution of Ratings by Content Categories

Hrgh

Content Category
I.
II.
III.
IV.

Ratings*
Medium Low

Standardized Tests

5

5

Construction & Evaluation
of Classroom Tests

6

6

Uses of Measurement and
Evaluation

6

7

Statistical Concepts

2

14

--

--

19

32

TOTALS

Total

Identifying Item Nos.

10

1 - 10

13

11 - 23

13

24 - 36

18

34

37 - 70

19

70

1

-

*Legend for Ratings
Rating

Item Rank

High
Medium
Low

1 - 19
20 - 51
52 - 70

Range of Item Means
2.304 - 2.711
1. 765 - 2.287
1. 397 - 1. 761

Sample Size
ODDQUEST
EVNQUEST
Total

=
=

205
208
413

tD

w
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Measurement Competency Perceptions by Certain Educator
Groups
Several educator groups were intuitively selected
from the total returns on the basis of group size and
expected interest of information.

Checklist measurement

competency rankings perceived by these breakout groups
scaled by Mayo's technique will follow.

Correlations

computed by item means and item ranks are also reported
for these breakout groups.
Primary School Educators and High School-Upper School
Educators
Survey replies identified 131 respondents mainly
affiliated with Primary Grade 1 to 3--see Table 4--and 107
mainly affiliated with High School Grades 10-12 and Upper
School Grades 9-12--see Table 5.
A distribution of estimates of relative item value
is shown for the Primary School affiliated group in Table 4
and the High School affiliated educators in Table 5.
Of particular interest is the uniformly greater
esteem indicated by Primary Educators for all categories of
the Measurement Competency Checklist than that held by the
Upper School and High School Educators.

This is expressed

in several ways; the 70 Checklist item-by-item mean scores
weight toward Primary 48 times; higher average scores for
Checklist subtests uniformly favored Primary.

Primary edu-

cators showed, relatively, a preference for Standardized

T
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Table 4.--Respondents with
Primary Teaching Experience
Frequency Distribution of Ratings by Content Categories

Content Category

I.
II.
III.
IV.

High

Ratings*
Medium Low

Standardized Tests

6

4

Construction & Evaluation
of Classroom Tests

4

8

Uses of Measurement and
Evaluation

7

6

Statistical Concepts

2

14

Total

Identifying Item Nos.

10

1 - 10

13

11 - 23

13

24 - 36

18

34

37 - 70

~9

70

1

-- -TOTALS

19

32

*Legend for Ratings
Rating

Item Rank

High
Medium
Low

1·- 19
20 - 51
52 - 70

Range of Item Means
2.375 - 2.823
1.791 - 2.359
~.396 - 1.786

Sample Size
ODDQUEST
EVNQUEST
Total

=
=

67
64
131
(.0

CJl
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Table 5.--R~spondepts with
High School-Upper School Teaching Experience
Frequency Distribution of Ratings by Content Categories

High

Content Category

I.
II.
I I I.
IV.

Ratings*
Medium Low

1 - 10

1

13

11 - 23

7

1

13

24 - 36

15

17

34

37 - 70

4

6

Construction & Evaluation
of Classroom Tests

8

4

Uses of Measurement and
Evaluation

5

Statistical Concepts

2

-- -19

Identifying Item Nos.

10

Standardized Tests

Totals

Total

--

32

19

-70

*Legend for Ratings
Ratin~

Item Rank

High
Medium
Low

1 - 19
20 - 51
52 - 70

Range of Item Means
2.214 - 2.520
1. 776 - 2 204
1.440 - 1. 745
0

Sample Size
ODDQUEST
EVNQUEST
Total

=
=

50
57
107
tO

Q)
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Tests and less interest in Test Construction than High
School educators.
Correlational statistics relating these two breakouts show the following:

across the entire 70 items, the

Pearson r calculated for the item response means is .840;
correlations calculated between the means of the item subgroups demonstrated more agreement on the value of Standardized Test Measurement competencies than any other part of
the Checklist.

Agreement on NEWQUEST item means between

these Primary and High School-Upper School Educators attained a Pearson r of .890; by item ranks, these correlations
are respectively .873 and .668 (see Table 6).
The distribution of item means by ranks in Tables 4
and 5 shows many similarities in Measurement Competency
abilities rated High.

As already noted, there is a usual

mean difference favoring a high score on the part of the
Primary educators; this could mean that the perceived
demands of a High School orientation are less exacting in
measurement than Primary, or that measurement competencies
occupy a larger part of the awareness of Primary educators.
Contrasts by Vocations:

Principal and Counselor

Respondents to the survey include 106 persons
designating "Principal" as primary educator duty and 23
persons specifying "Counselor."

Correlations between mean

item responses by Checklist subtests range from .73 to .91;
NEWQUEST means correlate above .92 (see Table 6).

While

these correlations indicate a strong association between

Table 6.--Pearson Correlations of Checklist and NEWQUEST
Item Ranks Between Certain Groups

Primary Teaching
Experience vs
High School
Experience

Vocation
Counselor
vs
Principal

Less Than Six Identifying
Years Educator Item Number
Experience vs
More Than
25 Years Educator Experience

Standardized Tests

.9191

.8245

.7477

1 - 10

Construction & Evaluation
of Classroom Tests

.7293

.7308

.8061

11 - 23

Uses of Measurement and
Evaluation

.6432

.9100

.8234

23 - 36

Statistical Concepts

.9336

.7748

.7001

37 - 70

Checklist Items by Item Means

.8396

.7988

.7495

1 - 70

Checklist Items by Item Rank

.8728

.8314

.8152

1 - 70

NEWQUEST Items by Item Means

.8899

.9236

.9377

1 - 18

NEWQUEST Items by Item Rank

.6680

.8406

.8806

1 - 18

Content Category

Checklist Correlation by Item Means
I.

II.
III.
IV.

m
00
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Counselor and Principal perceptions, the counselor mean
scores are higher in 74 of the 88 items reported (see Tables
7 and 8).
The distributions of measurement competencies
perceived as important have an underlying thread of agreement between the vocations of Counselor and Principal.
might subsume them in an "admistrator" rubric.

One

A breakdown

of the source data for Tables 7 and 8 indicates the relative
positioning of High and Low importance measurement competencies to be very similar.
Measurement Competency Task Analysis Affinities Contrasted
by Educator Experience:

Less Than Six Years Compared to

Greater Than 25 Years
Educators reporting less than six years experience
number 63 while 28 respondents claim more than 25 years
experience (the 319 other educators either did not respond
to the question or indicated educator experience ranging
between six and 25 years).

Correlations between mean

Checklist item responses between these groups are almost
.75 with subset correlations ranging from .70 to .82.
There is an agreement of almost .94 in NEWQUEST mean
responses between the two groups.

The size of almost

every item mean weighs heavily toward the senior educators;
particularly discrepant are the means of items describing
cases of (a) Construction and Evaluation of Classroom
Tests and (b) Uses of Measurement and Evaluation.
In this case also there is an underlying similarity

.....
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Table 7.--Respondents of
Vocation: Principal
Frequency Distribution of Ratings by Content Categories

High

Content Category

I.
II.
I II.
IV.

Ratingsa
Medium Low

Total

Identifying Item Nos.

Standardized Tests

6

3

1

10

1 - 10

Construction & Evaluation
of Classroom Tests

5

6

2

13

11 - 23

Uses of Measurement and
Evaluation

7

6

13

24 - 36

Statistical Concepts

1

16

17

34

37 - 70

--

--

3lb

20b

-Totals

19

70

aLegend for Ratings
bBecause of tied ranks it was necessary to adjust the cutting points.
RatinB:

Item Rank

High
Medium
Low

1 - 19
20 - 50~
51 - 70

Range of Item Means
2.333 - 2.732
1.870 - 2.321
1.481 - 1.851

Sample Size
ODDQUEST
EVNQUEST
Total

= 50
= 56
106
1-l

0
0

~
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Table 8.-~Respondents of
Vocation: Counselor
Frequency Distribution of Ratings by Content Categories

Content Category

I.
II.
III.
IV.

High

Ratingsa
Medium Low

Total

Identifying Item Nos.

Standardized Tests

5

4

1

10

1 - 10

Construction & Evaluation
of Classroom Tests

3

8

2

13

11 - 23

Uses of Measurement and
Evaluation

8

5

13

24 - 36

Statistical Concepts

4

15

34

37 - 70

-- -Totals

2ob

15

--

32b

18b

70

aLegend for Ratings
bBecause of tied ranks it was necessary to adjust the cutting points.
Rating

Item Rank

High
Medium
Low

1 - 2ob
21 - 5ob
51 - 70

Range of Item Means
2.600 - 2.933
2.067- 2.571
1.300 - 2.000

Sample Size
ODDQUEST
EVNQUEST
Total

=
=

8
15

23

~

0

~
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in the perception of more and less important measurement
competencies; the differences tabled in the Range of Means,
Tables 9 and 10, indicate the differences in importance
attached to measurement between the more and less experienced groups.
The greatest differences between Tables 9 and 10
noted by inspection seem to be on Standardized Tests and
Statistical Concepts; the less experienced teachers hold
Standardized Tests to be of greater value than the more
experienced, while the experienced educators deem Statistical Concepts to be more important than the less experienced.
Comparison Between Checklist Item Ranks
Within and Across Surveys
This survey modified the response scoring protocol
to meet certain needs of the sample.

It has been already

shown that this modification did not greatly change the
relative rankings of preferred measurement competencies from
one scoring protocol to the other as measured by the correlations of item means and ranks.

In addition, in compar-

ing the three pairs of educator groups selected for supposed
intuitive contrasts, we find the Checklist item means
correlate by ranks from a low Pearson r of .815 (between
Less Than Six Years Experience vs. 25 Plus Years Experience)
to a high of .873 (Primary vs. High School Educators).
What item rank correlations do we obtain by relating
our educator sample across time and place to the educator

1!11111""'

Table 9.--Respondents of
Less Than Six Years-Educator Experience
Frequency Distribution of Ratings by Content Categories

Content Category

I.
II.
III.
IV.

High

Ratings*
Medium Low

Standardized Tests

6

4

Construction & Evaluation
of Classroom Tests

5

6

Uses of Measurement and
Evaluation

6

Statistical Concepts

Total

Identifying Item Nos.

10

1 - 10

2

13

11 - 23

6

1

13

24 - 36

2

16

16

34

37 - 70

19

32

19

70

Totals

*Legend for Ratings
Rating

Item Rank

High
Medium
Low

1 - 19
20 - 51
52 - 70

Range of Item Means
2.212 - 2.621
1. 818 - 2 . 206
1.231- 1.594

Sample Size
ODDQUEST
EVNQUEST
Total

=
=

29
34
63
......
0
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Table 10.--Respondents of
Greater Than 25 Years Educator Experience
Frequency Distribution of Ratings by Content Categories

Content Category

I.
II.
III.
IV.

High

Ratingsa
Medium Low

Total

Identifying Item Nos.

Standardized Tests

4

5

1

10

1 - 10

Construction & Evaluation
of Classroom Tests

6

6

1

13

11 - 23

Uses of Measurement and
Evaluation

7

6

13

24 - 36

Statistical Concepts

4

14

34

37 - 70

-Totals

21b

16

-- -31b

18b

70

Legend for Ratings
Because of tied ranks it was necessary to adjust the cutting points.
Rating_

Item Rank

High
Medium
Low

1 - 21b
22 - 52b
53 - 70b

Range of Item Means
2.538 - 3.000
2.077 - 2.500
1.333 - 2.071

Sample Size
ODDQUEST = 14
EVNQUEST = 14
Total
28
f-1

0

~
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samples of Mayo and Grosswald?

The Pearson r obtained with

rank data input associates Checklist means between Grosswald
and Mayo .733, between Grosswald and this studies total
respondent sample,
.884.

.832, and between Mayo and this study,

This is the same range association index as that

obtained between the three internal pairs to this study.

It

seems that of a body of shared measurement competency priorities extends across educator groups of different times and
places.
This notion is further supported by considering the
explicit high, medium, and low items generated by Mayo's
classification technique replicated in this study.

There

was a core of certain items across the three surveys and the
time samples addressed.

All surveys, for example, highly

value Items 1, 3, 4, 10, 11, 16, 20, 24, 28, 34, 66, and 70.
NEWQUEST Item Ranks
Checklist was designed to assess in depth four educator measurement competencies:

standardized tests; con-

struction and evaluation of classroom tests; uses of measurement and evaluation; and statistical concepts.

In-

cluding Checklist items in this study provided a link across
time and place to the Mayo and Grosswald hierarchies of
measurement competency.
Other taxonomies of measurement competency were
tapped to create the 18 NEWQUEST items.

They address a set

of measurement competencies, in non-technical language, and
include, in a general way, four items which address the four
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Checklist categories.

Turning to the NEWQUEST addend in

Table 1 .and comparing with the four content categories
displayed in Checklist Table 3, we see that the following
four topics are subsumed in the NEWQUEST items noted:
I.

Standardized Tests, addressed in items 1 to 10 ·

of Checklist is alluded to by NEWQUEST, as:

"14 .. - Fami1-

iarity with interpretation of standardized tests."
II.

Construction and Evaluation of Classroom Tests,

addressed in items 11 to 23 of Checklist, is treated by
NEWQUEST as:

"3.

Knowledge of the construction of class-

room tests."
III.

Uses of Measurement and Evaluation, covered by

items 24 to 36 of Checklist, is phrased in NEWQUEST as:
"17.

Knowledge of the uses of measurement and evaluation."
IV.

Statistical Concepts, identifying Checklist

items from 37 to 70, is treated in NEWQUEST as:

"15.

Under-

standing of statistical concepts."
The NEWQUEST addend of Table 2 displays tabulations
of complete respondent answers and item mean statistics
calculated by each protocol previously discussed.

We see

the NEWQUEST hierarchy of measurement competencies in the
columns headed

!h,

which codes "May Be Useful in the Future"

as a one point response; and R0 , which codes "May Be Useful
in the Future" as an omitted response.

Since the jargon and

item complexity differs between Checklist and NEWQUEST, a
comparison of the item statistics between them would seem
inappropriate even though the coding protocol and scaling
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used are the same.

Observe that the four competencies of

Checklist, rescaled to the rank style of NEWQUEST, are
valued as follows:
I.

Standardized Tests,
"14.

Familiarity with interpretation of

standardized tests,"
rank 3.
II.

Construction and Evaluation of Classroom Tests,
"3.

Knowledge of the construction of

classroom tests,"
rank 5.
III.

Uses of Measurement and Evaluation,
"17.

Knowledge of the uses of measurement

and evaluation,"
rank 4.
IV.

Statistical Concepts,
"15.

Understanding of statistical

concepts,"
rank 15.
The three pairs of intuitively interesting subgroups
broken out of Checklist were also broken out of NEWQUEST and
are reported as Table 11 and Table 12.

The rank of the item

means within each of these groups is reported in the column
beneath the identifying title in Table 11.

Table 12 reports

the Mean and Standard Deviation of the six item ranks for
each item, and the rank of the mean rank breakout is reported; finally the NEWQUEST sample is ranked.
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Table 11
NEWQUEST Item Ranks by Breakout Categories

NEWQUEST
Grade Level
Item
of Experience
Number Primary
High
School

Educator
Years of
Vocation
Educator
Principal Counselor Service
LT
GT
6
25
N=106
N=23
N=63
N=28

N=131

N=107

1

13

14

16

11!

13

2

7

8

7

5!

6

9!

3

11

6

11

15!

12

4!

4

6

2

6

1!

2

2

5

4

16

8

7

14

13

6

1

1

1

1!

1

1

7

10

3

10

9

7

9!

8

18

17

18

18

18

18

9

5

9

9

9

11

10

9

5

4

10

8

11

12

12!

12

13!

10

8

12

14

11

14

13!

11

12

13

17

18

17

17

17

17

14

2

7

2

3!

4

3

15

15

15

13

11!

15

16

16

16

12!

15

15!

16

15

17

3

4

5

8

5

4!

18

8

10

3

5!

3

6!

3!

14

6!
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Table 12
NEWQUEST Statistics:
Item Ranks By Breakout Categories
NEWQUEST
Item
Number

Maximum
Item Rank
Difference

Statistics Across
Item Mean Ranks
Mean
S.D.

Rank of the
Mean of the
Item Means

NEWQUEST
Rank
N=413

13.58

1. 50

14

13

1

4!

2

4

7.17

1.44

7

8

3

11

10.00

4.06

10

5

3.25

2.14

2

2

10.33

4.67

11

7

1.08

.20

1

1

4
5

4!
12
1

6

2

7

7

8.08

2.73

9

10

8

1

17.83

.41

18

18

9

7!

7.75

2.86

8

6

10

6

7.08

2.33

6

9

11

5!

11.33

1.99

12

12

12

3

12.58

1.43

13

14

13

1

17.17

.41

17

17

14

5

3.58

1.86

3

3

15

4!

14.25

1.67

15

15

16

3!

15.00

1.30

16

16

17

5

4.92

1.69

4

4

18

7

6.00

2.77

5

11

II

I

Ill,

1!,

I

'li
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We note a 12 rank difference between high and low
ranks of item 5;
we note an 11 rank difference between high and low
ranks of item 3;
we note a 7! rank difference between the high and
low ranks of item 9;
we note a 7 rank difference between the high and low
ranks of items 7 and 18;
we note a 6 rank difference between the high and low
ranks of item 10;
we note a 5! rank difference between the high and
low ranks of item 11;
we note a 5 rank difference between the high and low
ranks of items 14 and 17.
we note a 4! rank difference between the high and
low ranks of items 4 and 15.
The expected standard deviation of serial numbers
between 1 and 18 is 5.33; the expected standard deviation of
a set of 6 numbers ranging from 1 to 18, evenly distributed,
(i.e., 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, 17) would be 9.5; the higest
standard deviations in a set of 6 numbers actually found was
4.67, item 5, and

4.0~,

item 3.

The other standard devia-

tions of ranks by item ran as follows:

the standard devia-

tions of the lowest 11 items ranged less than 2; the
standard deviation of the next five items was 2.86 or less.
This would seem to indicate rank consistency within items
by groups.
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correlations Between Ranks of NEWQUEST
Pearson correlations by ranks of NEWQUEST breakout
are reported in Table 13.
Reliability Follow-Up
Three months after the original questionnaire mailing another survey packet was sent to all survey respondents
who had been assigned sequential log numbers divisable by
five.

They were requested to participate in a Reliability

Follow-Up Study.

Useable responses were eventually received

from 58 persons (31 ODDQUEST and 27 EVNQUEST participants);
these numbers represent 14% of our original mailed total
(15% of the ODDQUEST, and 13% of the EVNQUEST response).
The data were coded and evaluated by the SPSS
Reliability Program with the following results:
EVNQUEST Reliabilities--27 Cases
The 35 EVNQUEST items and the 35 item reliability
repeat formed a seventy item scale with an Alpha Coefficient
of .921 and a Standardized Item Alpha of .932.
The correlation between original EVNQUEST and repeat
EVNQUEST forms is .51; both Equal Length Spearman-Brown and
Guttman Split-Half Indices exceed .67.

The Alpha for

original questionnaire responses is better than .85, for the
retest questionnaire, is better than .91.
The theoretical maximum reliability coefficients 1
through 5 of. Gut-tman were .. 908, . 936, . 921, . 674, and . 921
respectively.

There were insufficient cases to compute

Guttman's sixth reliability estimate.
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Table 13
Pearson Correlation of NEWQUEST
Item Mean Ranks by Breakout Categories

1

2

3

4

N=131 N=107 N=106 N=23
1.
Educator
Experience:
Primary

5
N=63

6
N=28

7

8
N=413

.6680 .8968 .8892 .8039 .7762 .8989 .9236

2.
Educator
Experience:
High-Middle

.7352 .6328 .8456 .8744 .8560 .7961

3.
Vocation:
Principal

.8406 .8865 .8486 .9505 .8266

4.
.
Vocat~on:
Counse'!or

.8458 .6734 .8727 .8044

5.
Years of
Experience:

.8930 .9608 .7939

LT 6
6.
Years of
Experience:
GT 25
7.
Mean of
Breakout
Item Ranks

8.
Total
NEWQUEST
Sample Rank

.9261 .8827

.9030
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These reliability estimates were confirmed by estimating error variance as a part of true variance.
ODDQUEST Reliabilities--31 Cases
The Alpha Coefficient for the 35 ODDQUEST Items and
the Reliability Duplicate approaches .91; Standardized Item
Alpha for the 70 Items exceeds .93.
Correlation between forms exceeded .66; equal length
Spearman-Brown approached .80 as did Guttman Split-Half.
Alpha for 35 Items in the original response exceeds .85;
Alpha for the 35 Item retest exceeds .83.
Guttman's reliability estimates 1 through 5 were
respectively .892,

.929,

.905,

.796,

.905; Guttman's sixth

equation could not be computed because of a lack of cases.
These reliability estimates were confirmed by an
analysis of variance approach.
NEWQUEST Reliabilities--58 Cases
Alpha Reliability Coefficient for the 36 item
NEWQUEST test and retest were evaluated at .875; Standardized Item Alpha as .889.
Alpha for the 18 item original Part 1 is .783; for
Part 2,

.857.
The six Guttman maxima for reliability coefficients

are computed respectively as .851,

.885,

.875,

.651,

.866,

and (there were sufficient cases, in this instance, to
compute) . 964.
The above reliabilities evaluations were confirmed
by analysis of variance techniques.
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Inter-item Correlations
Much of the data reported by Checklist items, NEWQUEST items, or demographic and biographic data is significantly correlated with much of the other data.

Regression

analyses were performed for a variety of dependent variables,
and what follows is a summary of what was learned.
Checklist items or NEWQUEST items are better explained by still other Checklist or NEWQUEST items than by
any demographic or biographic variables; the most appropriate item to item relationship in a given situation naturally
depends upon the regression criteria, the variable, the
prior variance removed, iteration, and other such factors.
The more discriminating items are not generally those of
overarching or global import but an item whose technical
uniqueness and singularity would apparently tend to indicate
a rare level of measurement or statistical skill on the part
of anyone successfully replying.
Regressions using mathematical criteria with only
biographic or demographic predictor variables have been run.
In those cases where there are no item options, the best
predictors tend to be physical or biographic predictor
variables of negative correlation; that is, they represent
a certain level of incompetence which can be excluded from
the criterion group, not competence which would qualify the
possessor with respect to the measurement criterion (for
example,

~

summary statistic such as ODDMEAN, EVNMEAN or

/
-

NEWMEAN).

Thus, the two best non test-item predictors of
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NEWMEAN are (a) "Undergraduate Cluster in Social Work" with
a simple R of -.264 (this negative factor accounts for
nearly 7% of the variance); (b) the second most predictive
non test-item factor is "Graduate Cluster in English" with
a correlation of negative .22.
Interpretation of these reports will commence with
Chapter V.

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
This project was formulated for the purpose of
establishing by task analysis a baseline of educator measurement competencies differentiated by vocational and
experiential factors.

Results would certainly be influenced

by the area chosen for sampling.
Sample Definition
The three county geographic area defined for the
selection of the survey sample encompassed an extensive educator population of diverse elements.

The investigator was

able to reach this audience partly by using his then
position as Executive Secretary of the Northern Illinois
Association for Educational Research, Evaluation, and
Development to distribute the survey forms and request
recipient participation.

The original call for participants

went out under a NIAERED letterhead (see Appendix B); this
format was the vehicle for survey research solicitation.
Survey Response
In the context of the aforementioned situation, a
reply approaching 45% of mail-outs was returned within four
weeks and without follow-up.

Telephone follow-up was used

at this point to increase the number of questionnaire returns.
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There were several reasons offered for non-response.
Many principals, when contacted by telephone, refused to
participate because they had been directed not to reply to
surveys.

Other situations implied that the principal was

giving the "competent educator" designation required of a
designee for valid inclusion in the task anlaysis criterion
group a judgmental pass.

P·erhaps these decisions. abetted

the reliability coefficients obtained on follow-up retest
which seem impressive for what amounts to an anonymous selfadministered opinionnaire.
Number of Responses
The first wave of returns totaled 45% of the mailouts.

After about four weeks, telephone follow-ups were

made to non-respondents; another 20% then replied.

At that

point a second round of telephone requests commenced.

This

was discontinued when it became apparent that the second
round of calls would require extraordinary solicitations
and seemed likely to draw less qualified participants into
contributing their judgment to the criterion task analysis.
Replies trickled in without further solicitation
until the data base was closed at 413 cases, a 70.7%
response level.

Solicitations for the reliability data base

were then commenced.
Contrasts by Respondent Gender
Since demographic and biodata items and the questionnaire items were mostly correlated to a significant degree,
it was expected that respondent gender would correlate with
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composite test scores assessing measurement competency
affinity.

Moreover, prior studies of measurement compe-

tencies had reported affinity differences by gender.
When gender was tested against the frequency of
biodata demographic predictor variables, gender turned out
to be related to several:

men and women are disproportion-

ately represented in predictor categories such as school
type, job function, grade level, etc.

Gender was then

included as a predictor variable with other demographic and
biographic variables, and these were tested against composite item scale criterion variables (ODDMEAN, EVNMEAN and
NEWMEAN); however, gender entered into the regression
analysis equations only after eight to 12 prior iterations
had extracted much of the attributable variance.

Since

many predictor variables were extracted from a measurement
competency sample before gender was able to predict the
major proportion of the remaining variance, gender associated variance by then gave only a

sm~l~

eigenvalue.

This

finding was in seeming contrast with the findings of other
investigators:

Grosswald who, using predictor variables and

the Measurement Competency Test, found strong gender related
differences among Philadelphia school counselors; and Holtz
who, using her own scale of measurement proclivities, noted
a bias by gender among undergraduate education students.
The in-service educators of this survey who necessarily had
gained the endorsement of their administrator as qualified
or competent seem to have reduced gender associated
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differences.

The relationship of gender as a predictor

variable of measurement competency affinity in this survey
is apparently obscured by gender associated criteria of
higher priority.
Biodata Categories
With the benefit of hindsight, the investigator
would have incorporated a forced choice option "Most Important" in teaching experience, grade level, vocation,
undergraduate college major, graduate college major, or
whatever, in the biodata format.

By providing respondents

with an opportunity to describe their situation uniquely,
naturally enough what was obtained were large numbers of
unique categories.

These were exhaustively receded into the

apparent logical category intended, but these constructed
categories then lost their crisp definitions and became
diffuse and of less value as predictor variables and in
correlational research.
Mean Values of Responses
It was a working hypothesis of this investigation
that differential measurement competency rankings could be
derived by selecting out and comparing mean item values for
various vocational groups.

It seemed logical that the

importance of differential measurement competencies would
be reflected in the ranking of commitments any group
expressed toward certain values.
As a measure of competency rankings within a given
group, rank hierarchies by means of measurement competencies
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seem to be valid within that group.

Experience over the

course of this project, however, has further refined this
construct.

It was found that each group seemed to have a

different "average" baseline of stress level and competing
background noise for the perceptions of individuals within
that group; it would appear that, though the relative
standing of different educator measurement competencies
remain roughly the same across groups, within groups they
are differentially submerged by the internal and work

ll

l

pressures unique to that group.

Thus, means of the same

item and same item rank compared across groups could be of
vastly discrepant size.
For example, "Checklist" measurement competency
priorities are substantially the same for counselors and
principals (indeed, they are very similar for all breakouts
tested) when items are compared by rank.

Item ranks also

correlate highly when compared to values of the item means
within sets.

When the mean score values of items are

compared across groups and these means are compared by
themselves, without reference to ranks, there are great
differences.

It may be theorized that these mean value

differences are due to the differential intensity of other
claims for educator attention, or "background noise" unique
to that group.

Thus, correlating ranks, a form of comparison

which removes the influence of the "background noise,"
stress rankings of measurement competencies from group to
group without background noise interference.

Rankings of
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measurement competencies without the noise component are
largely common to all of the intuitive breakout categories
we examined.

They are also common to the competency rank

values found by the other surveys we examined which cross
time and place.
Consider the rankings of important measurement
competencies for several populations;

The 19 items (top 27%)

in Mayo's hierarchy are in order: 4, 3, 10, 35, 21, 11, 1,
70, 66, 16, 20, 14, 22, 28, 24, 13, 29, 34, 12;

Grosswald's sequenced top 19 are:

20, 3, 35, 24, 70, 4, 1,

7, 30, 6, 28, 26, 25, 66, 27, 10, 34, 54, 16;

The serial top 19 of this survey are:

20, 16, 24, 3, 4, 28,

10, 13, 34, 30, 1, 70, 12, 14, 66, 32, 26, 6, 11;

correlations have already been presented showing the high
degree of relationship between ranks and mean values of
these sets.
Among the top 19 items common to all three studies
we find the following 12:

1, 3, 4, 10, 11, 16, 20, 24, 28,

34, 66, and 70.

One item is common to both Mayo and Grosswald's top
19, though not in this survey:

35.

Three item pairs are common to Grosswald and this
surveys top 19 though not to Mayo:

6, 26, 30.

Three item pairs are common to Mayo and this survey
though not Grosswald's:

12, 13, 14.

Mayo alone ranks the following items high:
and 29.

21, 22,
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Grosswald alone ranks the following items high:

8,

25, 27, and 54.
This survey alone ranks this item high:

32.

Consider the contrasting dimensions of the six
educator categories intuitively broken out:
1.

Primary versus High-Upper School;

2.

Counselor versus Principal;

3.

Less Than Six Years versus More Than 25 Years

Educator Service.
The following Checklist statements were named "high" by all:
1.

Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of

standardized tests.
4.

Understanding of the importance of adhering

strictly to the directions and stated time limits of
standardized tests.
10.

Knowledge of general uses of tests, such as

motivating, emphasizing important teaching objectives in
the minds of pupils, providing practice in skill, and
guiding learning.
13.

Ability to state measurable educational

objectives.
16.

Knowledge of the techniques of administering a

20.

Knowledge of effective procedures in reporting

test.

to parents.
24.

Ability to interpret diagnostic test results so

as to evaluate pupil progress.
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28.

Knowledge of limitations of tests that require

reading comprehension.
30.

Understanding of the limitations of applying

national norms to a local situation.
34.

Knowledge of the limitations of ability grouping

based on only one measure of ability.
70.

Understanding of the fact that interpretations

of achievement from norms is affected by ability level,
cultural background and curricular factors.
The following Checklist statements were valued high
by five of the six breakout categories:
3.
26.

Ability to interpret achievement test scores.
Familiarity with expected academic behavior of

students classified in certain IQ ranges.
66.
~

l

Understanding of the fact that a raw score has

no meaning alone and needs some context in which it can be
interpreted.
The following Checklist statements were ranked high
by four of the breakout groups:
6.

Knowledge of general information about group

intelligence tests.
7.

Knowledge of general information about individ-

ual intelligence and aptitude tests.
12.

Knowledge of the fact that test items should be

constructed in terms of both content and behavior.
32.

Knowledge of concepts of validity, reliability

and item analysis.
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35.

Knowledge of limitations in interpreting IQ

scores.
Ranking the NEWQUEST responses of the six intuitive
educator categories so that the top five (27.7%) of the 18
categories are named "High" and accumulated, the groupings
one would find are the following.
Selected by all six categories:
6.

Familiarity with cumulative records.

Chosen by five breakouts:
14.

Familarity with interpretation of standardized

17.

Knowledge of the uses of measurement and

tests.

evaluation.
Four breakout categories chose:
4.

Understanding of counseling and guidance reports.

Three groups ranked high:
18.

Knowledge of the provisions of the Handicapped

Childrens Act.
Two groups valued the following choices high:
9.
10.

Knowledge of evaluation of exceptional children.
Understanding of measures of staff improvement.

One high rank was voted for each of the following
statements:
2.

Ability to interpret anecodotal records.

3.

Knowledge of the construction of classroom

5.

Understanding of criterion-referenced tests.

tests.
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7.

Familiarity with the construction of a curricu-

lum study.
It would seem that the original aim of this study,
to derive by task analysis survey a hierarchy of measurement
competencies differentiated by educator teaching area, grade
level, and vocation, has been changed into defining the core
measurement competencies which are common to many groups.
Before this study data had been inspected, it was imagined
that the six categories intuitively chosen would show a
vastly different underlying structure.

Nothing like this

occurred in a clearcut way.
It appears that by the time an educator has gained
the experience and esteem to be chosen as "competent" or
"qualified," the experiences governing his measurement
competency perceptions are, in most ways, like the experiences of other "competent" or "qualified" educators; at
least, this is an interpretation one could make by viewing
the uniformity of measurement competency rankings.
Proposed further tests of this idea will be discussed in the next chapter.

II

CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY
The Problem
This study began with the notion that characteristic
measurement competency hierarchies could be clearly differentiated for educator groups by teaching area, grade level,
and vocation.

The basis for this expectancy was in part the

assertion of previous investigators that measurement competency priorities distinguished by educator typologies would
be revealed through further research.

No definitive studies

were identified which had attempted to simultaneously assess
the measurement competencies of a diverse set of in-service
educators in such a way that the data base obtained might be
used to distinguish the salient differences supposed to
exist between certain educator groups.
Procedure
A three county listing of full-time-equivalent
public school educators was serially sampled to secure a
representative list of schools.

At each school chosen the

principal was requested to designate one competent classroom
teacher and one qualified staff or administrative person to
individually contribute his or her judgment by using a
questionnaire as a proxy for task analysis.
-126-
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Parts of prior studies were edited and combined into
a survey instrument of three major parts, the Checklist for
Participants:

part one, a biodata questionnaire was culled

from biodata survey instruments of Mayo and Grosswald; part
two, the Checklist of Measurement Competencies developed by
Mayo (1967) was distributed alternately as the half-length
odd question (ODDQUEST), even question (EVNQUEST) edition to
meet limits in respondent persistence revealed by pilot
studies; part three consisted of an eclectic set of measurement competencies (NEWQUEST) which had not previously been
systematically presented to in-service educators.
Of the 584 questionnaires distributed, 413, or 70.7%
were returned in a useable form; the information in these
was converted into a unit case data base.

Chi square

goodness of fit tests were used to assess proportionality

1

of questionnaire returns to mail outs by 12 categories of
school information given in the Directory of Illinois
Schools, 1976-1977; all of these response dimensions were
within a 95% confidence interval.

When respondent gender

proportions were tested along these same school information
dimensions, events of an unusual probability occurred:

the

number of male respondents, 230, exceeded the number of
female respondents, 183, violating the hypothesis of equal
gender expectation at the .02 alpha level.

I

~I:
,1

I'
1

Obtained gender distributions within demographic
sets were proportionate to total gender distribution obtained within a 95% confidence interval except in the following

II'

11

j
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categories:

women were over-represented in the lower

beginning grades of an educational sequence and men in the
higher at an alpha of .025; ending grade of an educational
sequence tallied female over-representation in the lower,
and male in the higher grades to an expectation less than
.005; returns from schools with social adjustment classrooms
were male to an expectancy of alpha .01; returns from
schools with ungraded classrooms were female at less than
the .002 alpha level; and schools showing kindergarten
presence had disproportionately female response beyond the
.0001 alpha level.

The survey did not include the data

needed to account for the various disproportions by gender
noted above:

did they pre-exist in the universe or were

they in some way brought out by the sampling or selection
process?

In any event, with the exception of the dispro-

portions by gender noted above, the response distribution
seems to be representative of the universe sampled along
the demographic dimensions.
Responses were tabulated by 205 ODDQUEST returns ·
and 208 EVNQUEST.

Biodata information within the returns

was accumulated in the following tables:

Job(s) of Respon-

dent, School Level of Present Employment, Teaching Background, Educator Service in Five Year Groups, Main Teaching
Experience by Grades, Major Teaching Field, Highest College
Degree and Education Completed, Undergraduate College Major,
Graduate Major, Statistics Coursework Taken as Graduate

o~
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Undergraduate Student; Tests and Measurement Coursework
Taken as a Graduate or Undergraduate Student.

After re-

sponses less than five per cell were collapsed into
adjacent cells, all proportions of ODDQUEST and EVNQUEST
returns across the 11 categories shown above fell within
the chi square .95 confidence interval.
Results
"May Be Useful in the Future" scored as "one" or by
the "omit" protocol yields comparably:
1.

For Checklist items, the Pearson Correlations of

=

the calculated item mean, r

.998; by Pearson correlation

of the ranks of the calculated item means,

E

= .997; by

summary of the means of the item means derived for both
protocols, 2.0198 and 2.0795, with their respective
variances,
2.

.1210 and .1193.
For NEWQUEST items, by Pearson correlation of

the calculated item means, E

=

.997; by Pearson correlation

of the ranks of the calculated item means, E

=

.979; by

contrast of the mean of means by alternate protocols, 2.271
and 2.322 with respective variances of .09677 and .09057.
Several intuitively selected educator groups were
broken out of the aggregate survey data for comparisons
and contrasts; they were:

by school level, Primary School

versus High School-Upper School Educators; by vocation,
Principal versus Counselor; and by length of educator
service, Less Than Six Years versus Greater Than 25 Years.
The salient feature of these comparisons was not

'Ill
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the degree of contrast (which had been intended and
anticipated), but the unexpected similarity of response.
A wide variety of correlations calculated across many
possible combinations of Checklist and NEWQUEST groupings
yielded values ranging from .63 to .94.

A comparison of

the explicit items ranking in the top 27% of each category
yielded a general profile of measurement competency
priorities more common to all categories than unique to any
one or few.

I

In an attempt to test the generalizability of these
findings to other times and places, the most valued 19
Checklist items of this survey were matched with the like
ranks of Mayo and Grosswald.

The following 13 statements

are common to all:

,

1.

Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of

standardized tests .

.

2.

Ability to compare standardized with teacher-

made tests and choose appropriately in a local situation.
3.

Ability to interpret achievement test scores.

4.

Understanding of the importance of adhering

strictly to the directions and stated time limits of
standardized tests.
10.

Knowledge of general uses of tests, such as

motivating, emphasizing important teaching objectives in the
minds of pupils, providing practice in skill, and guiding
learning.
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11.

Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of

teacher-made tests.
16.

Knowledge of the techniques of administering

20.

Knowledge of effective procedures in reporting

a test.

to parents.
24.

1
!

'

Ability to interpret diagnostic test results so

as to evaluate pupil progress.
28.

Knowledge of limitations of tests that require

reading comprehension.
34.

Knowledge of the limitations of ability grouping

based on only one measure of ability.
66.

Understanding of the fact that a raw score has

no meaning alone and needs some context in which it can be
interpreted.
70.

Understanding of the fact that interpretations

of achievement from norms is affected by ability level,
cultural background and curricular factors.
The following triad is among the top 19 of Mayo
and this survey:
12.

Knowledge of the fact that test items should be

constructed in terms of both content and behavior.
13.

Ability to state measureable educational

objectives.
14.

I
'

Knowledge of the general principles of test

construction (e.g., planning the test, preparing the test
and evaluating the test).

i
II!

(1,

,II
';'11

II!I

1I
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Three more statements are common to Grosswald and
this surveys top 19:
6.

Knowledge of general information about group

intelligence tests.
26.

Familiarity with expected academic behavior of

students classified in certain IQ ranges.

l

national norms to a local situation.

I

among the top 19:

I

32.

I

30.

Understanding of the limitations of applying

This survey ranks only one "unpaired" statement

Knowledge of concepts of validity, reliability

and item analysis.
A reliability follow-up on the replies to this
survey established Standardized Item Alphas for the testretest ranging from .93 for EVNQUEST and ODDQUEST to .89

'

I'

for NEWQUEST.

The highest theoretical maximum computed by

Guttman formulae for a reliability coefficient corrected
for attenuation was .964; the lowest Guttman reliability
estimate after correction for attenuation was .651.
Data tended to correlate highly across the entire
response set:

biodata information, Checklist items (as

ODDQUEST or EVNQUEST), and NEWQUEST items.

Regressions run

to select the best item predictors tended to specify other
items.
Conclusions
A core of measurement competencies which is valued
by the several groups intuitively separated from this
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survey has been defined.

These competencies, to a large

extent, generalize across time and place to the surveys of
Mayo and Grosswald.
Implications
A replication of this study would be useful to
confirm the degree to which the priority ranks of this
survey will generalize to other contexts.

To the extent

that these priorities hold, their incorporation into
in-service curricula, and their note by curriculum people
and publishers would seem mandated.

J
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Directory Abstract
Three Northeastern Illinois County Populations of Public
School "Pupils" and "Full-Time-Equivalent Total Classroom
and Other Teachers" Also Given as a Proportion of Total
Illinois Public School Population and Given as a Proportion
of the Three Northeastern County Public School Population

Pupils
Illinois State Total Population
Proportion of State
Proportion of Three Counties

2,269,892
1.0000
1.8897

113,876.4
1.0000
1. 9502

Three County Total Population
Proportion of State
Proportion of Three Counties

1,201,200
.5292
1.0000

58,390.7
.5128
1.0000.

I

l'

Public School
F.T.E. Staff

I

Chicp.go

526,385
.2319
.4382

23,420
.2057
.4011

I

I~
II

Non-Chicago Cook County

447.911
.1973
.3729

23,507.4
.2064
.4026

Cook County Total

974,296
.4292
.8111

46,927.4
.4121
.8037

Du Page County

130,464
.05748
.1086

6,482.1
.05692
.1110

96,440
.04249
.08029

4,981.2
.04374
.08531

Lake County

I
l

Note.--Data taken from Illinois Directory of Schools, 1976-1977, PP· 98-101
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Survey Cover Letters

N. I. A. E. 1=1. E. C.
December 5, 1977

OFFICERS
IMMEDIATE PAST PRESIDENT
Fred Schuster, Administrator

Management Support Services
Chicago Public Schools
228 N. LaSalle
Chicago, Ill. 60601
(312) 641-7395

Dear Educator-Administrator:
Differentiating educator measurement competencies by
job function and/or grade level and subject area has
often been discussed in the literature but no summary
of results (so far as I am able to determine) has been
published. This task analysis is my attempt to remedy
that need.
There are two questionnaires enclosed; please give one
to a competent classroom teacher and the other to a
qualified staff or administrative person. When they
are completed and returned to your office, please forward them to me in the envelope provided (hopefully,
no later than the end of the first week in Januarv).
Note: the sampling design assures complete individual
anonymity and freedom of expression.
Your school is one of more than three hundred selected
from the 1976-77 Directorv of Illinois Schools. Because it represents a proportion of the schools in the
Chicago metropolitan area, your reply is necessary to
maintain the study's validty. Be assured that all identifying school elements will be aggregated in such a way
that your school cannot be identified.
You may take pleasure in knowing that the results of
this survey will be used to improve education. Moreover, we will send your school a summary of the results
of the Checklist responses and a report of the later results of the study.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

Lv. t~AA~ $:"~
W. Mark Sack
Executive Secretary

PRESIDENT
Marjorie J. Seu

Assistant Superintendent
School District 21

Wheeling, Ill. 60090
(312) 537-8270
PRESIDENT-ELECT
William P. Cote

Assistant Superintendent
Dinrict230
111th and Rooens Road
Palos HIlls, Ill. 60465
(312) 448-5084
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
Mark Sack
55 West Chesmut Street
Chicago, Ill. 60610
(312) 645-9395
TREASURER
Mildred Winn

807 Ridge Drive- 1101
OeKalb, Ill. 60115
(815) 758-3287

GOVERNING COMMITTEES
MEMBERSHIP-FINANCE
Stephen M. Colby
5737 S. Kimbark Avenue
Chicago. Ill.
(312) HY 3-7752
Wayne Anora

7000 GrHnvlew Rd.

Itasca, Ill. 60143
(312) 773-2792 (H)
724-7000 (W)
PROJECTS ACTIVITIES
Richard Wynn

Jack London Jr. High
School District 21
Wheeling, Ill 60090

(312) 537-5930
Jerome Wlnn
Field Hause
Northern Ulinois University

DeKalb, Ill. 60115
(815) 758-3287
PUBLIC RELATIONS-PUBLICITY
Samuel T. Mayo, Professor
Loyola University
820 North Michigan

Chicago, Ill. 60611
1312) 670-3057
Patricia McCann, Professor
National College of Education

2840 Sheridan Road
Evanston, Ill. 60201
(312) 256-5150

NORTHERN ILLINOIS ASSOCIATION FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH, EVALUATION, AND DEVELOPMENT
LOYOLA UNIVERSITY 820 NORTH MICHIGAN AVENUE, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60611
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Survey Cover Letters

N. I. A.. E.l=i. E:. C.
December 5, 1977

OFFICERS
IMMEDIATE PAST PRESIDENT
Fred Schuster. Adminlttrlitor
Management Sup port Servicft
Chicago Public Schools

228 N. l.aSalle
Chicago, ill. 60601
(3121 641-7395

Dear Educator:
Your administrator has selected you to represent your
school and contribute your judgment to a study of educator measurement competencies. We ask the benefit of
your experience and understanding in a task analysis
whose purpose is to define educator measurement competencies by job function and/or grade level and subject.
Would you please take a few minutes of your time to
complete the attached Checklist, seal it in the enclosed envelope, and return it to your school office where
it will be forwarded to our study group. Be assured
your anonymity will be protected by the sealed envelope. Your response will be accumulated with those of
other selected educators in order to produce a comprehensive picture of measurement usage.

l

I
I

You may take pleasure in knowing that the results of
this survey will be used to improve education. Moreover, we will send your school a summary of the results
of the Checklist responses and a report on later results of the study.
Thank you for your cooperation.

PRESIDENT
Marjorie J. Beu

Assistant Superintendent
School District 21
WhHiing, Ill, 60090
(312) 537-8270
PRESIDENT-ELECT
William P. Cote

Assistant Superintendent
Dlotri~ 230
111th and Roberts Road
PaiOI Hills, Ill. 60465
(312) 448-5084

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
Mark Sack
55 Weot Ch-nut StrHt
Chicago, Ill. 60610
(312) 645-9395
TREASURER
MlldrMIWinn
807 R ldge Drive - 11 01
DeKalb, Ill. 60115
(815) 758-3287

GOVERNING COMMITTEES
MEMBERSHIP-FINANCE
Stephen M. Colby
5737 S. l<.imbark Avenue
Chicago, Ill.
(312) HY 3-7752
Wayne Andre

7000 Greenview Rd.
Itasca, Ill. 50143
(3121 773-2792 (H)
724-7000 (WI

PROJECTS ACTIVITIES
Richard WVnn
Jllck London Jr, H igil
School District 21
Wheeling, Ill 60090

Sincerely,

(312) 537-5930
JeromeWinn
Field House

W. Mark Sack
Executive Secretary

Northern Illinois University

DeKalb, Ill. 60115
(815) 758-3287
PUBl.IC REl.ATIONS-PUBl.ICITY
Samuel T. Mayo, Professor
Loyola Univer!iitY
820 Norm Michigan

Chicago, Ill. 60611
(312) 670-3057

Patricia McCann, Professor
National College of Education
2840 Sheridan Road
Evanoton, Ill. 60201
(312) 256-5150

NORTHERN ILLINOIS ASSOCIATION FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH, EVALUATION, AND DEVELOPMENT
LOYOLA UNIVERSITY 820 NORTH MICHIGAN AVENUE, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60611
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Table 1
Job(s) of Respondent

Respondent Job Function
Superintendent
Principal
Assistant Principal
Counselor
Curriculum Specialist
School Psychologist
Master Teacher
Department Head
Teacher
Other Specialties
Column Sum

ODDQUEST
Respondents
n=205
3

50
32
8
5

EVNQUEST
Respondents
n=208
2
56
32

15
3
1
3

11
86
19

12

17

214

220

79

r
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Table 2
School Level of Present Employment

Grade Level Reported
By Groups
Pre-School and Kindergarten
Primary (Grades 1 to 3)
Intermediate (Grades 4 to 6)
Middle School(Grades 7 to 8)
Junior High School
(Grades 7 to 9)
Secondary School
High School
Other School L~vels Reported
Column Sum

ODDQUEST
Respondents
n=205

EVNQUEST
Respondents
n=208

35

42

67
65

64

54

58

75

6

5

52
16

58
11

44

37

339

350

r
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Table 3
Teaching Background

ODDQUEST
Respondents

EVNQUEST
Respondents

n=205

n=208

Presently Teaching
Taught in Past
Never had a teaching contract
No Response

118

109

86
1

95
2
2

Column Sum

205

208

Self-Report of Teaching
Experience

lj
il

,,,
I,

1.

I

'1'

I!

:'
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Table 4
Educator Service in Five Year Groups

Grouped Years
5 or less
6 to 10
11 to 15
16 to 20
21 to 25
26 or greater
No Response
Column Sum

ODDQUEST
Respondents
n=205

EVNQUEST
Respondents
n=208

29
64
45
20
14
14
19

34
55
44
22
14
14
25

205

208

I!

1'::

I

r
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Table 5
Main Teaching Experience by Grades

Teaching Experience
Reported By Respondents
Nursery and Kindergarten
Grades 1 to 3
Grades 4 to 6
Grades 7 to 8
Grades 9 to 12
Other groupings reported
No response
Column Sum

ODDQUEST
Respondents
n=205

EVNQUEST
Respondents
n=208

20
33
39
45
50
12

5
12
34
39
52
53
13

205

208

6
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Table 6
Major Teaching Field

Major Subject Area Taught
English
Exceptional Children
General Elementary
Mathematics
Physical Education
Science
Social Science
Other categories
No response
Column Sum

ODDQUEST
Respondents

EVNQUEST
Respondents

n=205

n=208

17
12
84
18

22
8
79
27

9

3

20
21
17

17
20

7

5

205

208

27
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Table 7
Highest College Degree and Education Completed

Highest degree
Bachelor's
Bachelor's
Master's
Master's +
Master's 4t
Master's +
Doctor's
Column Sum

+15 Hours
15 Hours
30 Hours
60 Hours

ODDQUEST
Respondents
n=205

EVNQUEST
Respondents
n=208

15
19
46
33
47
28
17

10
24
35
31
54
44
10

205

208
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Table 8
Undergraduate College Major

ODDQUEST
Respondents

EVNQUEST
Respondents

n=205

n=208

Education
Liberal Arts
Laboratory Science
Mathematics
Other Subjects
No Response

110

92

Column Sum

205

Subject

46

57

13

16
15
26

9
23
4

2

208
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Table 9
Graduate Major

Subject
No Graduate School
Administration
General Elementary
Counseling and Guidance
Social Science
Mathematics
Science
Other Subjects
No Response
Column Sum

ODDQUEST
Respondents

EVNQUEST
Respondents

n=205

n=208

10
84
16
22

8
79
27

11
11

10

20
11
8
7

38
3

44

205

208

4

r
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Table 10
Statistics Coursework Taken As
Graduate Or Undergraduate Student

Group
None
Unit as Part of Another Course
One Course
More Than One Course
No Response
Column Sum

ODDQUEST
Respondents

EVNQUEST
Respondents

n=205

n=208

35

28
22
89

15
81
74
0

68
1

205

208

155

I i

Table 11

ji
I

Tests and Measurement Coursework Taken As
Graduate Or Undergraduate Student

Group

ODDQUEST
Respondents
n=205

EVNQUEST
Respondents
n=208

None
Unit as Part of Another Course
One Course
More Than One Course
No Response

12
114
50

24
25
100
58

0

1

Column Sum

205

208

29

r
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Table 1
First Three Zipcode Digits By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
Zipcode of School Office
Reported In State Directory

600xx

601xx

602xx

603xx

604xx

605xx

606xx

Identified
Total

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

60
120
.2055

40
80
.1370

2
4
.0069

3
6
.0103

38
76
.1301

23
46
.0787

126
252
.4315

95

58

2

2

56

32

.7917

• 7250

.5000

.3333

.7368

.2417
.2300

.1476
.1404

.0051
.0048

.0051
.0048

63

34

--

.6632

Anonymous
Response

Grand
Total

292
584
1.0000

----

292
584
1.0000

148

393

20

413

.6957

.5873

.6729

.0342

. 7072

.1425
.1356

.0814
.0775

.3766
.3584

1.0000
.9516

.0509
.0484

1.0509
1.0000

2

29

22

70

220

10

230

.5862

-- 1.0000

.5179

.6875

.4730

.5598

.5000

.5569

.2739

.1478

--

.0087

.1261

.0957

.3043

.9565

.0435

1.0000

32
Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column
Response
.3368
Proportion of Total Female
Response
.1749

24

2

--

27

10

78

173

10

183

.4138 1.0000

--

.4821

.3125

.5270

.4402

.5000

.4431

.1311

--

.1475

.0546

.4262

.9454

.0546

1.0000

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column
Response
Proportion of Identified
Response
Proportion of All Response
Number of Males Responding
Males as Proportion of Column
Response
Proportion of Total Male
Res2onse

.0109

f-L
(Jl

(j')

~

Table 2
County Location By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
County Location of School Reported
In State Directory
Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total
Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column
Response
Proportion of Identified
Response
~roportion of All Response
Number of Males Responding
Males as Proportion of Column
Response
Proportion of Total Male
Response
Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column
Response
Proportion of Total Female
Response

Cook

Du Page

Lake

Identified Total

Anonymous Response

Grand Total

40
26
80
52
.1370 .0890

292
584
1.0000

----

292
584
1.0000

40

393

20

413

.6460

.7625 .7692

.6729

.0342

• 7072

.7430
.7070

.1552 .1018
.1477 .0972

1.0000
.9516

.0509
.0484

1.0509
1.0000

27

220

10

230

.5308

.6230 .6750

.5598

.5000

.5569

.6739

.1652 .1174

.9565

.0435

1.0000

13

173

10

183

.4692

.3770 .3250

.4402

.5000

.4431

.7486

.1257 .0710

.9454

.0546

1.0000

226
452
• 7740
292

155

137

61

38

23

~

CJ1
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Table 3
Page 1 of 3
Beginning Grade Of An Educational Sequence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
Beginning Grade of Educational Sequence Reported
In State Directory

Nursery

Kindergarten

Grade 1

Grade 2

Grade 4

Grade 5

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

26
52
.0890

75
150
.2568

2
4
.0068

1
2
.0034

2
4
.0068

1
2
.0034

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
Proportion of All Response

34
.6538
.0865
.0823

108
• 7200
.2748
.2615

4
1.0000
.0102
.0097

2
1.0000
.0051
.0048

3
.7500
.0076
.0073

Number of Males Responding
Males as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Male Response

17
.5000
.0739

53
.4907
.2304

3
.7500
.0130

2
1.0000
.0087

1
.3333
.0043

Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Female Response

17
.5000
.0929

55
.5093
.3005

1
.2500
.0055

----

2
.6667
.0109

......
Cl1
00
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Table 3
Page 2 of 3
Beginning Grade Of An Educational Sequence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
Beginning Grade of Educational Sequence Reported
In State Directory

Not Specified
Or Ungraded

Grade 6

Grade 7

Grade 9

Grade 10

Grade 11

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

13
26
.0445

21
42
.0719

87
174
.2979

2
4
.0068

1
2
.0034

61
122
.2089

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
Proportion of All Response

19
.7308
.0483
.0460

29
.6905
.0738
.0702

114
.6552
.2901
.2760

4
1.0000
.0102
.0097

2
1.0000
.0051
.0048

74
.6066
.1883
.1792

Number of Males Responding
Males as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Male Response

13
.6842
.0565

15
.5172
.0652

81
• 7105
.3522

2
.5000
.0087

1
.5000
.0043

32
.4324
.1391

Number of Fenmles Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Female Response

6
.3158
.0328

14
.4828
.0765

33
.2895
.1803

2
.5000
.0109

1
.5000
.0055

42
.5676
.2295

f--1.
(11

CD

Table 3
Page 3 of 3
Beginning Grade Of An Educational Sequence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, and Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
Beginning Grade of Educational Sequence Reported
In State Directory

Identified Total

Anonymous Response

Grand Total

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

292
584
1.0000

292
584
1.0000

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
Proportion of All Response

393
.6729
1.0000
.9516

20
.0342
.0509
.0484

413
. 7072
1.0509
1.0000

Number of Males Responding
Nales as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Male Response

220
.5598
.9565

10
.5000
.0435

230
.5569
1.0000

Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Female Response

173
.4402
.9454

10
.5000
.0546

183
.4431
1.0000

f-.1.

m
0

--·-----·..,
Table 4
Page 1 of 3
Ending Grade Of An Educational Sequence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
Ending Grade of Educational Sequence Reported
In State Directory

Kindergarten

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

18
36
.0616

2
4

.0068

3
6
.0103

2
4
.0068

18
36
.0616

47
94
.1610

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
P!oportion of All Response

21
.5833
.0534
.0508

.5000
.0051
.0048

6
1.0000
.0153
.0145

4
1.0000
.0102
.0097

32
.8889
.0814
.0775

63
.6702
.1603
.1525

Number of Males Responding
Males as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Male Response

.3810
.0364

2
.3333
.0091

3
.7500
.0130

16
.5000
.0696

32
.5079
.1391

Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Female Response

13

2

.6190
.0710

1.0000
.0109

4
.6667
.0219

1
.2500
.0055

16
.5000
.0874

31
.4921
.1694

2

8
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Table 4
Page 2 of 3
Ending Grade Of An Educational Sequence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
Ending Grade of Educational Sequence Reported
In State Directory

Not Specified
Or Ungraded

Grade 8

Grade 9

Grade 10

Grade 11

Grade 12

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

51
102
.1747

1
2
.0034

1
2
.0034

3
6
.0103

85
170
.2911

61
122
.2089

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
Proportion of All Response

71
.6961
.1807
.1719

2
1.0000
.0051
.0048

2
1.0000
.0051
.0048

5
.8333
.0127
.0121

111
.6529
.2824
.2688

74
.6066
.1883
.1792

Number of Males Responding
Males as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Male Response

43
.6056
.1870

1
.5000
.0043

2
1.0000
.0091

4
.8000
.0174

77
.6937
.3348

32
.4324
.1391

Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Female Response

28
.3944
.1530

1
.5000
.0055

--

1
.2000
.0055

34
.3063
.1858

42
.5676
.2295

--

--

I-'
(j)
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Table 4
Page 3 of 3
Ending Grade Of An Educational Sequence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
Ending Grade of Educational Sequence Reported
In State Directory__

Identified Total

Anonymous Response

Grand Total

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

292
584
1.0000

292
584
1.0000

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
Proportion of All Response

393
.6729
1.0000
.9516

20
.0342
.0509
.0484

413
.7072
1.0509
1.0000

Number of Males Responding
Males as Proportion of Column Response
Pro{>ortion__Q_f_Jot_?_l_}Iale_ :Response

220
.5598
.9565

10
.5000
.0435

230
.5569
1.0000

Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Female Response

173
.4402
.9454

10
.5000
.0456

183
.4431
1.0000

1-l
(j)

w
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Table 5
Nursery Presence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
Nursery Presence Reported In State Directory

Yes

No

Identified Total

Anonymous Response

Grand Total

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

29
263
58
526
.0993 .9007

292
584
1.0000

----

292
584
1.0000

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
Proeortion of All Reseonse

38
355
.6552 .6749
.0967 .9033
.0920 .9080

393
.6729
1.0000
.9516

20
.0342
.0509
.0484

413
. 7072
1.0509
1.0000

Number of Males Responding
Males as Proportion of Column Response
Proeortion of Total Male Reseonse

20
200
.5263 .5662
.0870 .8696

220
.5598
.9565

10
.5000
.0435

230
.5569
1.0000

Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Female Response

18
155
.4737 .4338
.0984 .8470

173
.4402
.9454

10
.5000
.0546

183
.4431
1.0000

1-'
())
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Table 6
Kindergarten Presence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
Kindergarten Presence Reported
In State Directory

Yes

No

Identified Total

Anonymous Response

Grand Total

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

144
148
288
296
.4932 .5068

292
584
1.0000

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
Proportion of All Response

190
203
• 659.7 • 6858
.4835 .5165
.4600 .4915

392
.6729
1.0000
.9516

20
.0342
.0509
.0484

413
. 7072
1.0509
1.0000

Number of Males Responding
Hales as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Hale Response

86
134
.4526 .6601
.3739 .5826

220
.5598
.9565

10
.5000
.0435

230
.5569
1.0000

Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Female Response

104
69
.5474 .3399
.5683 .3770

173
.4402
.9454

10
.5000
.0546

183
.4431
1.0000

292
584
1.0000

......

m
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Table 7
Ungraded Classroom Presence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
Ungraded Classroom Presence Reported
In State Directory

Yes

No

Identified Total

Anonymous Response

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

82
210
420
164
.2808 .7192

292
584
1.0000

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
Proportion of All Response

100
293
.6098 .6976
.2545 .7455
.2421 .7094

393
.6729
1.0000
.9516

20
.0342
.0509
.0484

413
. 7072
1.0509
1.0000

Number of Hales Responding
Males as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Male Response

42
178
.4200 • 607 5
.1826 • 7739

220
.5598
.9565

10
.5000
.0433

230
.5569
1.0000

Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Female Response

115
58
.5800 .3925
.3169 .6284

173
.4402
.9454

10
.5000
.0546

183
.4431
1.0000

--···--·-·--

Grand Total

292
584
1.0000

~
0)
(j)

......,
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Table 8
EMH Classroom Presence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
EMH Classroom Presence Reported
In State Directory

Yes

No

Identified Total

Anonymous Response

Grand Total

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

167
125
334
250
.5719 .4281

292
584
1.0000

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
Proportion of All Response

217
176
.6497 .7040
.5522 .4478
.5254 .4262

393
.6729
1.0000
.9516

20
.0342
.0509
.0484

413
.7072
1.0509
1.0000

Number of Males Responding
Males as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Male Response

118
102
.5438 .5795
.5130 .4435

220
.5598
.9565

10
.5000
.0435

230
.5569
1.0000

Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Female Response

74
99
.4562 .4205
.5410 .4043

173
.4402
.9453

10
.5000
.0546

183
.4431
1.0000

292
584
1.0000

......

(j)

-..:J

----------

1
Table 9
TMH Classroom Presence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
TMH Classroom Presence Reported
In State Directory

Yes

No

Identified Total

Anonymous Response

Grand Total

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total

18
274
36
548
.0616 .9384

292
584
1.0000

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
Proportion of All Response

27
366
.7500 .6679
.0687 .9313
.0638 .8862

393
.6729
1.0000
.9516

20
.0342
.0509
.0484

• 7072
1.0509
1.0000

Number of Hales Responding
Males as Proportion of Column Response
Proportion of Total Hale Response

14
206
.5185 .5628
.0609 .8957

220
.5598
.9565

10
.5000
.0435

230
.5569
1.0000

Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Propor_t:i()!l _of Total Female Response

13
160
.4815 .4372
.0710 .8743

173
.4402
.9454

10
.5000
.0546

183
.4431
1.0000

292
584
1.0000

413

1-1
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Table 10
OTH Classroom Presence By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
OTH Classroom Presence Reported
In State Directory

Yes

No

Identified Total

Anonymous Response

Grand Total

Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
ProEortion of Total

113
179
226
358
.3870 .6130

292
584
1.0000

Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column Response
Proportion of Identified Response
ProEortion of All ResEonse

147
246
• 6504 • 6872
.3740 .6260
.3560 .5956

393
.6729
1.0000
.9516

20
.0342
.0509
.0484

413
. 7072
1.0509
1.0000

Number of Males Responding
Males as Proportion of Column Response
ProEortion of Total Male ResEonse

125
95
.6463 .5081
.4130 .5435

220
.5598
.9565

10
.5000
.0435

230
.5569
1.0000

Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column Response
Prop()rtion of Tot:al Female Response

52
121
.3537 .4919
.2842 .6612

173
.4402
.9454

10
.5000
.0546

183
.4431
1.0000

292
584
1.0000

......

(j)
(£)
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Table 11
Faculty Size Grouped By Fifties
By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
F.T.E. Teachers Reported At School
In State Directory
Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed Persons
Proportion of Total
Number of Persons Responding
Proportion of Potential Column
Response
Proportion of Identified Response
Proportion of All Response
Number of Hales Responding
Males as Proportion of Column
Response
Proportion of Total Male Response
Number of Females Responding
Females as Proportion of Column
Response
Proportion of Total Female Response

Identified
Total

Anonymous
Response

20
40
.0685

292
584
1.0000

--

---

292
584
1.0000

40

24

393

20

413

.6803
.2112
.2010

.6250
.1018
.0970

.6000
.0611
.0581

.6729
1.0000
.9516

.0342
.0509
.0484

• 7072
1.0509
1.0000

124

50

28

18

220

10

230

.5041
.5391

.6024
.2174

.7000
.1217

.7500
.0783

.5598
.9565

.5000
.0435

.5569
1.0000

122

33

12

6

173

10

183

.4959
.6667

.3976
.1803

.3000
.0656

.2500
.0328

.4402
.9454

.5000
.0546

.4431
1.0000

1-50

51-100

101-150

179
358
.6130

61
122
.2089

32
64
.1096

246

83

.6872
.6260
.5956

151+

Grand Total

~

...:!
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Table 12
Student Body Size Grouped By Five Hundreds
By Schools Sampled, Questionnaires Mailed, And Persons Responding;
Also Reported By Respondent Gender
1-500

5011000

10011500

15012000

20012500

25013000

30013500

3501+

74

104

31

20

19

16

13

15

292

148
208
.2534 .3562

62
.1062

40
.0685

38
.0651

32
.0548

26
.0455

30
.0514

584
1.0000

149

35

26

26

19

18

16

393

20

413

• 7027 • 7163

.5645

.6500

.6500

.5938

.6923

.5333

.6729

.0342

• 7072

.2646 .3791
.2518 .3608

.0891
.0847

.0662
.0630

.0662
.0630

.0483
.0460

.0458
.0436

.0407
.0387

1.0000
.9516

79

16

19

17

14

10

15

220

10

230

.4808 .5302

.4571

.6552

.6538

.7368

.5556

.9375

.5598

.5000

.5569

.2174 .3435

.0696

.0826

.0739

.0609

.0435

.0652

.9565

• 0435 1. 0000

Number of Females Responding
70
54
Females as Proportion of
Column Response
.5192 .4698
Proportion of Total
Female Response
.2951 .3825

19

7

9

5

8

1

173

10

183

.5429

.2692

.3461

.2632

.4444

.0625

.4402

.5000

.4431

.1038

.0383

.0492

.0272

.0437

. 0055

.9454

• 0546 1. OOOQ_

Student Body Size Reported
In State Directory
Schools Sampled
Questionnaires Mailed
Persons
Proportion of Total
Number of Persons
Responding
Proportion of Potential
Column Response
Proportion of Identified
Response
Proportion of All Response
Number of Males Responding
Males as Proportion of
Column Response
Proportion of Total Male
Response

104

50

-----------------···-

~-------

Identified Anonymous Grand
Total
Response Total

--

292

584
--- 1. 0000

.0509 1.0509
.0484 1.0000

f--1.
....:)

f--1.

r
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Checklist for Participants

Directions:

1.

Please read each question and check the appropriate response. Sometimes you may be asked to
specify; please do so where requested or where
needed for clarity.

Sex.
(Check one.)
Male
Female

2.

Current position.
(Check one. )
Superintendent
Principal
Assistant Principal
Counselor or Adjustment Teacher
Curriculum Specialist
School Psychologist
Supervision or Master Teacher
Department Head
Teacher
Other position (Specify)

3.

School level.
(Check one.)
Pre-School and Kindergarten
Primary (1-3)
Intermediate (4-6)
Middle School or Upper Grade
School ( 7-8)
Junior High (7-9)
Secondary (9-12)
High School (10-12)
Other (Specify)

4.

Teaching experience.
(Check one.)
Presently teaching.
Taught in the past, though not
teaching presently.
Never have had a teaching
contract.

1

r
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5.

If you have never had a teaching contract, skip to question 8.
If you now teach or have taught, give the length of your
teacher service in years (exclude student teaching; if
your teaching was part-time, consolidate to full-timeequivalent-years).
length of teacher service in years.

6.

If you teach (have taught), indicate grade level.
(Check one. )
Pre-School and Kindergarten
Grades 1--3
Grades 4--6
Grades 7--8
Grades 9-12
Other (Specify)

---

7.

Teaching field (present or prior).
(Check one. )
General Elementary
English
Mathematics
Science
Social Science
Art
Music
Foreign Languages
Business and Commercial
Vocational Industrial Arts
Non-Vocational Industrial Arts
Agriculture
Home Economics
Physical Education
Exceptional Children
Speech Correction
Health Education
Recreation
Other (Specify) teaching field

8.

College work completed.
(Check that which most closely describes your status.)
Bachelor's
Bachelor's + 15
Master's
Master's + 15
Master's + 30
Master's + 60
Doctorate
2
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9.

10.

Undergraduate college major.
{Check one. )
Education Major
Business Hajor
Liberal Arts Major {economics,
history, language, literature,
philosophy)
Laboratory Science Major
Mathematics Major
Psychology Major
Social Work Major
Other {Specify)

Graduate study.
{Check one or two and circle your minor field
if you check two fields.)
None
General Elementary
English
Mathematics
Science
Social Science
Art
Music
Foreign Languages
Business and Commercial
Vocational Industrial Arts
_____ Non-vocational Industrial Arts
Agriculture
Home Economics
Physical Education
Exceptional Children
Speech Correction
Health Education
Recreation
Administration
Reading
Counseling and Guidance
Social Work
Other {Specify)
major area ______________________
minor area

3 -
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11.

Statistics coursework in graduate and/or undergraduate
college.
(Check one.)
None
Unit(s} as part of another course.
One full course.
More than one full course.
(If you checked "unit" option above, specify name of
course (s) . )

12.

--------------------------------------------------

Tests and Measurements coursework in graduate and/or
undergraduate college.
(Check one. )
None
Unit(s) as part of another course.
One full course.
More than one full course.
(If you checked "unit" option above, specify name of
course (s).)

13.

--------------------------------------------------

If you had coursework in tests and.measurements, when was
it or is it being completed.
(Check one.)
Currently
Last Semester
One Year Ago
Two Years Ago
More than Two Years Ago

4
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Task Analysis Questionnaire:

ODDQUEST

In terms of your professional responsibility (defined in questions
two through seven), rate how important the following skills are on
the job.
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14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of standardized tests.
Ability to interpret achievement test scores.
Knowledge of sources of information about group intelligence tests.
Knowledge of general information about individual
intelligence and aptitude tests.
Familiarity with need for and applicat1on of projective techniques.
Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of teacher
made tests.
Ab1l1ty to state measurable educational objectives.
Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of various
types of objective test items.
Ab1lity to construct different types of test items.
Knowledge of the principles involved in scoring subjective and objective test~.
Knowledge of effective marking procedures.
Familiarity with the blueprint scheme for dealing
with the content and behavior dimensions in test
planning.
Ab1l1ty to interpret the ratio formula relating CA,
MA, and IQ.
Ab1lity to interpret a profile of sub-test results
of standardized tests.
Understanding of the limitations of the "percentage"
system of marking.
Ability to compare two classes on the basis of the
means and standard deviations of a test.
Ability to do a simple item analysis for a teachermade test.
Knowledge of l1mitat1ons in interpreting IQ scores.
Familiarity with techniques of ranking a set of
scores.
Understanding of the basic concept of the standard
error of measurement.
Understanding of the nature and uses of the mode,
median and mean.
5
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35.
36.

3 7.
38.
39.

40.

41.
42.

43.

44.
45.

46.
47.

Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of the
mode, median and mean.
Understanding of the nature and uses of the semiinterquartile range.
Ability to compute the semi-interquartile range for
simple sets of data.
·
Knowledge of the percentage of the total number of
cases included between + or - 1, 2, or 3 standard
deviations from the mean in a normal distribution.
Knowledge of the limitat~ons of using the normal
curve in practice as the fact that in large heterogeneous groups it "fits" most test data rather well
and that it aids in the interpretation of test
scores, but does not necessarily apply to small selected oroups.
Knowledge of the means and standard dev~at~ons of
common standard score scales such as the z, T, stanine, deviation IQ and CEEB scales.
Knowledge of how to convert from one type of standard score to another.
'
Knowledge of the meaning of the terms used to des~g
nate certain common non-normal distributions such as
"positively skewed," "negatively skewed," and "bimodal" distributions.
Ability to define the concept of correlation, including such terms as "positive correlation," "negative correlation," "no relationship" and "perfect
relationship."
Knowledge of the fact that correlat~on coeffic~ents
do not imply causality between two measures.
Understanding of the meaning of a given correlation
coefficient in terms of whether it is "high," "low"
or "moderate."
Knowledge of what size of correlation to expect between two given variables in terms of logical reasoning, e.g., in terms of a common factor.
Familiarity with the nature and uses of the common
derived scores, viz., age scales, grade scales, percentile scales and standard score scales.
6
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48.
49.

so.

51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.

Abil~ty

to interpret raw scores from a given set of

norms.
Knowledge of affective tests.
Ability to interpret anecodotal records
Knowledge of the construction of classroom tests.
Understandinq of counseling and guidance reports.
Understanding of criterion-referenced tests.
Familiarity with cumulative records.
I
Familiarity w~th the construction of a curriculum
study.
Knmvledge of historical basis of tests.
Knowledge of evaluation of exceptional children.
Understanding of measures of staff improvement.
.I
Familiarity with techniques of subject observation.
Understanding of ratings and scales.
I
Ability to construct sociograms~
Familiarity with interpretation of standardized
tests.
Understanding of statistical concepts.
I
Familiar~ty with the elements of test security.
Knowledge of the uses of measurement and evaluation.
Knowledge of the prov~sions of the Handicapped
Childrens Act.

7
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EVNQUEST

In terms of your professional responsibility (defined in questions two through seven), rate how important the following
skills are on the job.

14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.
20.

21.
22.

23.
24.
25.
26.

27.
28.
29.

30.

Ability to compare standardized with teacher-made
tests and choose appropriately in a local situation.
Understanding of the importance of adhering strictly to the the directions and stated time limits of
standardized tests.
Knowledge of general information about group ~n
telligence tests.
Familiarity with need for and application of personality and interest inventories.
Knowledge of general uses of tests, such as moti1
vating, empha sizing important teaching objectives
in the minds of pupils, providing practice in skill,
and auiding learning.
Knowledge of the fact that test items should be constructed in terms of both content and behavior.
Knowledge of the general principles of test construction (e.g.- planning the test, preparing the
test and evaluating the test).
Knowledge of the techniques of administering a test.
Understanding and application of correction-forguessing formula to an objective test.
Knowledge of effective procedures in reporting to
parents.
Knowledge of advantages and disadvantages of essay
auestions.
Ability to interpret diagnostic test results so as
to evaluate pupil proaress.
Familiarity with expected academic behavior of students classified in certain IQ ranges.
Knowledge of limitations of tests that require reading comprehension.
Understanding of the l~mitat~ons of applying national norms to a local situation.
Knowledge of concepts of val~dity, reliab~lity and
item analysis.
Knowledge of the limitations of ability grouping
based on only one measure of ability.
5
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31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.

Familiarity with the nature and uses of a frequency
distribution.
Ability to set up class intervals for a frequency
distribution.
Understanding of the nature and uses of the histogram and frequency pol_y_gon.
Abil~ty to compute the mode, median and mean for
simple sets of data.
Understand~ng of the meaning of the term "variab~:.-- 1
ity" and its connection with such terms as "scatter, II "dispersion," "deviation," "homogeneity" and
heterogeneity."
Understanding of the nature and uses of the standard deviation.
Knowledge of the approximate percentile rank associated with standard scores along the horizontal baseline of the normal curve.
Knowledge of the fact that the normal curve is an
ideal distribution, an abstract model approached
but never achieved fully in practice.
Ability to convert a given raw score into a z score
from a mean and standard deviation of a set of
scores.
Knowledge of the common applications of standard
scores.
Knowledge of the fact that the mode, mean and median
coincide for a symetrical distribution.
Knowledge of the fact that any normal distribution
can be completely described in terms of its mean
and standard deviation.
Knowledge of the significance of the numerical
magnitude and the sign of the Pearson Product-Moment
Correlation Coefficient.
Knowledge of the fact that correlation coeffic~ents
alone do not indicate any kind of percentage.
Familiarity with the scatter diagram and the abil~ty
to make simple interpretations from it.
Understanding of the fact that a raw score has no
meaning alone and needs some context in which it car.
be interpreted.
'
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4 7.

Understanding of certain concepts associ~ted with
scale theory, such as types of scales (nominal, ordinal, interval and ratio}; translation of scores to
a common scale; units of equal size; and common reference points (zero or the mean}.
Understanding of the fact that interpretations of
achievement from norms is affected by ability level·,
cultural background and curricular factors.
Knowledge of affective tests.
Ability to interpret anecodotal records.
Knowledge of the construction of classroom tests.
Understanding of counseling and.guidance reports.
Understanding of criterion-referenced tests.
Familiarity with cumulative records.
Familiarity with the construction of a curriculum
study.
Knowledge of h1.storical bas1.s of tests.
Knowledqe of evaluation of exceptional children.
Understanding of measures of staff imorovement.
Familiarity with techniques of subject observation.
Understanding of ratings and scales.
Ability to construct sociograrns.
Familiarity with interpretation of standardized
tests.
Understanding of statistical concepts.
Familiarity with the elements of test security.
Knowledge of the uses of measurement and evaluation.
Knowledge of the prov1.sions of the Handicapped
Childrens Act.
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63.
64.
65.
66.

7

I
I

I

I
I

I

j
I
' I

l
I

I

r

Appendix H

Is:

Table 8.--Frequency Distribution of Ratings
by Content Categories
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Construction & Evaluation
of Classroom Tests

7
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Uses of Measurement and
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Reliability Cover Letter

W. f1ark Sack
c/o N.I.A.E.R.E.D.
820 North Michigan Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60611
February 6, 1978

Dear Friend of Educational Research,
You recently indicated by telephone that you would respond favorably to
a follow-up mailing of an educator measurement competency questionnaire. Enclosed is a reprint of a survey packet orginally mailed last December.
As stated, you will receive a su.-·n..rnary of the results of the study which
your cooperation will make possible. I wish to thank each of)you for your
contributions of judgment and experience to the cause of educational research.
Very truly yours,

~~~1__s;~
~~

• Mark Sack
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